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INTRODUCTION

In Fall 1982, 1.8 million undergraduates enrolled 1n California's colleges
and universities. How did these students and their families meet the costs
of attending college?

In the past, answering this question of the abilaity to pay the costs of
college seemed less urgent than it now does. The State's long tradition of
low or no fees at public colleges and universities, its expansion of finan-
ci1al ai1d programs for needy students, and the tremendous growth of federal
loan and graot funds during the 1970s appeared to make the need for a detailed
investigation one of low priority, particularly since the data reguired for
such a study were not easily available. In the last four years, however,
the costs of attending cocllege in California have increased sharply, little
growth has occurred in funding for State student aid programs, and the
federal government has cut back sharply 1ts gramt and loan programs --
raising disturbing questions about access to higher educational opportunity
in Califormia. Moreover, data are now available to help answer questiods
about student costs and finance. As a consequence, the California Post-
secondary Education Commission has begun a comprehensive analysis not only
of how students meet the costs of attending college but also of the effective-
ness of existing State and federal financial aid programs 10 assuring access
for needy students.

e This 1s the first of three reports to stem from this study. It seeks to
determine the demographic characteristics and financial circumstances of
students 1n each of the four segments of California higher education 1in
order to understand how students and their families meet the costs of
attending college, including the use of personal financial resources and
State, federal, or institutional financial aaid.

s The second report, scheduled for completion this spring, will inventory
the sources of student financial aid for Califormia's needy students and
describe how State, federal, institutional, and personal financial aid
programs are packaged.

¢ The third and final study, tentatively scheduled for completion next
summer, will involve the development of a computer simulation model to
enable State policy makers to assess the potential impact of alternative
financial-aid policies and program structures on students, institutions,
and the State.

This report first reviews its sources of data by examining the design and
administration of the Student Expenses and Resources Survey (SEARS), the
procedures used to weight the responses to that survey, the issue of response
bi1as, and limitations of the data. Second, 1t explores the credit-lcad and
course-taking patterns of undergraduates 1n California's four segments of
higher eduncation Third, 1t analyzes the demographic characteristics of
California undergraduates and examines differeamces 1in these distributions
among students with different credit-load patterns Fourth, 1t explores the



financial characteristics of these students and the differences 1in the

economic circumstances of students in the different segments. Fifth, it
examines the cost of attendance in the segments and looks at the factors
that produce cost differences. Sixth, 1t analyzes how undergraduates and
their families meet the cost of attendance and describes how parental con-
tributions, student contributions, grant aid, and loans combine for similar
students i1n different segments to meet college costs. Fimally, 1t 1denti-
fies several unresolved issues of student finance for further investigation.

Among the major findings of this report are the following six facts:

1. In 1982, more than 300,000 Community College students came from families
with incomes under $12,000 or were self-supporting students whose own
incomes fell below that level. This was the highest concentration as
well as the largest number of low-income students in any of the four
segments of higher education 1n California The second highest concentra-
tion was 1n the State University, followed by the independent institu-
tions, and the Unmiversity of Califormia. All four segments enrolled
about the same proportion of middle-income students, but at the upper
end of the income spectrum, the highest concentration of students from
families with 1incomes of at least $48,000 was at the University of
California, followed by the independent institutions, the State Univer-
sity, and the Community Colleges.

2. When expenses for housing, food, books and supplies, transportatiou, and
other costs of different types of students are combined with average
tuition and required fees in each of the segments, the differences 1in
cost among the segments generally widens rather than narrows. For
example, i1n 1982-83 total average student expenses, including tuition
and required fees, for financially dependent full-time undergraduates
were $2,900 1n the Community Colleges, $4,405 1n the State University,
$5,385 1in the University of Calafornia, and §10,280 1n 1ndependent
institutions -- but 1n each case the difference was greater than the
difference 1n required fees.

3. Low-income students 1in all segments were the most likely to receive
grant assistance to help them meet the cost of attendance, and the
percentage of undergraduates receiving grant aid 1in each segmeni re-
flected not oanly the overall income distribution of 1ts students but the
cost of attendance. The higher the cost of attendance, the greater the
percentage of students receiving grant aid. Moreover, full-time students
were much more likely to receive grant 2ssistance than part-time students,
generally because they were less likely to be employed while enrolled,
and because their own earnings were likely to be lower tharn those of
part-time students.

4. The greater financial burden of attending a high-cost imstitution falls
on both students and their families, but the greatest immediate burden
falls directly on the parents of financially dependent students rather
than on the students themselves. The exception 1s financially self-sup-
porting students, who face both the direct and indirect costs of select-
ing a high-cost institution.



Financial aid in the form of grants, loans, and work-study assistance
helps to reduce significantly the expense of attending college and of
selecting high-cost options, particularly for most low-income and some
middle-income students. The greater the students' family income, however,
the greater 1s the share of overall increased costs students and their
families must pay.

The major cost to students to attend a more expensive tnstitution 1s not
the i1mmedzate out-of-pocket cost, since direct student contributions are
quite similar among the four-year segments, but instead students' 1in-
creased long-term indebtedness from loan obligations.



ONE

DATA SOURCES AND RESEARCH METHODS

The two basic sources of data for this report are the 1982-83 Student Expenses
and Resources Survey (SEARS) of the Califormia Student Aid Commissiocn and
the Fall 1982 student enrollment data files of the California Postsecondary
Education Commission.

The SEARS data, gathered by means of the gquestionnaire reproduced 1in Appen-
di1x A, contain a wealth of infermatiom on the individual, academic, and
financial characteristics of more than 23,400 undergraduate and graduate
students, although the individual respondent's 1identity and privacy are
protected:

e First, the data include i1nformation on respondents' gender, age, ethnic-
1ty, marital status, citizeaship or residency status, dependency status,
and family size.

e Second, they cover respondents' segment of attendance, their place of
residence while attending school, how far they reside from school, whether
they attend full time or part time, their academic level based on units
completed, and their grade point average.

e Thard, they include a broad range of information related to students’
individual and family financial circumstances; their expenditures for
room, board, books, transportation, and other school-related expenses,
the different sources of funds they use to finance their education includ-
ing parental contributions, student contributioans, scholarships and
grants, loans, and work; and whether the student has applied for and
received aid from the federal Pell Grant program, the Student Aid Commis-
sion's programs, institutional aid programs, and/or the Guaranteed Student
Loan program.

The 1982-83 SEARS survey was the fifth such survey in the past 13 vyears
conducted by the Student Aid Commission to develop student budget infor-
mation for 1ts grant programs as well as to permit research by both the
Student Aid Commission staff, the segments, and other State agencies.

SEARS QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND ADMINISTRATION

The early SEARS questionnaires were designed by the Student Aid Commission
and segmental representatives with the aid of a consultaat from the College
Scholarship Service, a subsidiary of the Educational Testing Service and the
College Board The 1982-83 questionnaire was updated and modified from past
surveys by the Student Ai1d Commission staff in cooperation with the Student
A1d Commission's research advisory c¢ommittee, which iancluded cne representa-
tive from the Community College Chancellor's Office, one from the Community
Colleges, one from a campus, and one from the systemwide offices of each of
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the University of California and the California State University, as well as
representatives from independent colleges and upniversities, private proprie-
tary schools, and the Postsecondary Education Commission The questionnaire
was then pilot tested at three institutions, discussed with student respon-
dents, and modified to make the meaning of several questions clearer and
promote unambiguous responses to them. Each of the segments had the option
of adding up to three questions to the survey form for its own students.
The University added one about financial aid applications of 1ts students,
while the Community Colleges added three.

The Student Aird Commission then sent the questionnaires to 40 member 1nsti-
tutions of the Association of Independent California Colleges and Univer-
sities (AICCU) and the systemwide offices of the three public segments for
distribution to campus coordinators at the institutioms where a 5 percent
random sample of studeats was surveyed by mail.

The participating rastitutions included all nine campuses of the University
of California, 15 of the 19 State University campuses, and 23 of the State's
106 Community Colleges. The 23 Community Colleges were one of four such
groups used by the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges for a
variety of federal compliance and other reporting requirements, having been
selected by 1ts Analytic Studies Unit as representative of the demographic
characteristics of California Community College students as a whole. As
with the selected State University campuses, the Student Aid Commission
agreed to this sample of 23 Community Colleges based on assurances of thear
representativeness by the Chancellor's Office, whose Analytic Studies Unit,
along with officials at the 23 colleges, was thereafter responsible for
administering the SEARS questionnaires at those colleges.

Of the 64,604 questionnaires distributed, 21,28l were returmed for an overall
response rate of 32.9 percent. Among the 40 1ndependent colleges and univer-
sities, 4,470 of 13,348 questionnaires were returned, for a respoanse rate of
33.5 percent. For the Universaty of Califorma, 5,556 of the 12,698 ques-~
tionnaires were returned for a response rate of 43.8 percent For the State
University, the response rate was 35 3 perceat, with 5,803 of the 16,450
students returning questicnnalres For the Community Colleges, Lassen
College failed to distribute and complete 1its questionnaires in time for
analysis, but 5,452 of the 22,108 Community College questionnaires were
returned for a response rate of 24 6 percent These response rates were
comparable to or higher than those for the four previous SEARS surveys, and
the pumber of responses was adequate for analysis as long as analyses were
not extended to small subpopulations within the samples and were based on
rewelghted samples for each segment.

Students responded at different rates in different institutions within each
segment as well as among the different segments. For example, among 1ndepen-
dent 1institutions, response rates varied from 15 6 percent at Occidental
College and 21 2 percent at the Unmiversity of La Verne to 58.9 percent at
California Institute of Technology and 66 0 percent at Pomona College.
Among Commun:ty Colleges, they ranged from a low of 6.4 percent at Imper:al
Valley to 61.0 percent at Columbia College.

More important for statewide analyses, different types of students responded
at different rates. More full-time students tended to respond than part-time

-6~



students, as did more older students than young students, more women than

men, and whites and Asians more than Blacks or Hispanics These differential
response rates created certain biases 1n the raw, unweighted respondent data
that needed to be adjusted 1f the respondent data were to reflect accurately
the known characteristics of students within each segment as a whole

WEIGHTING OF THE SEARS DATA

After the SEARS responses were received by the Student A1d Commission, 1its
research staff excluded all nmon-credit students and all credit students not
planning to enroll for the full academic year, and then developed weights to
adjust the responses from each segment's students 1a light of the segment's
full-time/part-time and undergraduate/graduate enrollment. The resulting
data were reviewed at meetings of both the Student Aid Commission's Research
Advisory Committee and the Student Budgets Committee this past September.
At these meetings, representatives of independent institutions aad of the
University of California indicated that this weighting previded a reasonably
accurate description of their students' known characteristics. In contrast,
representatives of the State University and the Community Colleges raised
questions about the ethnic composition and representation of aid recipients
1n the weighted samples for their segments.

Moreover, California Postsecondary Education Commission staff concluded that
while the Student Aid Commission's weighting procedures were appropriate for
examining budgets of the full-time students who are typically served by its
financial aid programs, they were insufficient for examining how all Califormia
undergraduates, including part-time and non-credit students currently meet
the costs of attending college. Substantial differences 1n the charac-
teristics and circumstances of full-time students, part-time students taking
s1X to 11 units, and single courses takers made the development of separate
weirghts for each of these groups essential == particularly in the Community
Colleges, where over one-third of their studeats enroll for fewer than six
units per term. Likewise, non-credit students in the Community Colleges and
credit students emrolling for a single term 1n all segments needed to be
included 1n order to reflect accurately the characteristics of all under-
graduates.

Postsecondary Education Commission staff therefore reweighted the SEARS
respondent data to reflect the kpown credit load, sex, ethnic, and age
charactaristics of all undergraduates in each of the three public segments
as of Fall 1982, based on the Commission's enrollment data files, which come
from the Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges for this segment and
the systemwide offices of the University of Califormia and the State Unaver-
sity The Commission's computerized files contain enrollment and demographic
information on students enrolled in the Fall term for each of the past six
years and are used regularly by the Commission 1n 1ts studies and reports as
well as by other segments, the Legislature, the Governor, the federal govern-
ment, and other states. They include each student's credit load, gender,
ethnicity, age, academic level, place of residence, institution last attended,
and other individual characterastics, but they lack information on student
budgets, financial aid applicant or recipieat status, dependency status, or
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the income of students and their families. (The Postsecondary Education
Commission does not have a comparable enrollment data file for all indepen-
dent 1nstitutions that would permit 1t to weight the SEARS data from the 40
independent colleges and universities as 1t could for the three public
segments )

Because the 1982 file for the Community Colleges contained incomplete infor-
mation on State-supported non-credit students, Commission staff used total
non-credit enrollment figures provided by the Department of Finance's Population
Research Unit. For 51 Community College students whose credit load was
unknown, staff assumed that their credit-load patterns were similar to those
of the other 99.9 percent of SEARS respondents at Communaty Colleges, and 1t
followed a similar procedure for the two public four-year segments. (Appendix

B compares the original samples and the reweighted samples by selected
student characteristics for each of the segmeats )

The Student Aid Commission's director of research concurred with these
weighting methods, agreeing that they permitted a fuller and more complete
analysis of SEARS information for the Postsecondary Commission’'s research,
and plans to use the reweighted data in any subsequent analysis of SEARS
data by the Student Aid Commission. In the development of the report, the
weirghting procedures were also discussed with staff of the Office of the
President of the University, the Chancellor's Office of the State University,
and that of the Community Colleges.

In sum, the weighting procedures employed by the Commission serve to adjust
the SEARS student characteristics to correspond with the known credit load,
ethric, age, and gender characteristics of all undergraduates in the Univer-
sity and State University and of all Community College students, as well as
conform to other known characteristics of these students, such as the number
of financial aid grant recipients among them. Because independent college
representatives had already concluded that the SEARS data as welghted by the
Student Aid Commission generally reflected the basic characteristics of
their students, the resulting data taken together provide the most accurate
information currently avairlable on how different types of students 1n each
of Califormia's four segments of higher education meet the costs of attending
college

LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA

In using SEARS data as the fouadation for the information on student and
family incomes, dependency status, student budgets, and other financial
characteristics of undergraduates reported i1n the remaining sectioas of thas
report, a number of limitations must be kept 1n mind

1. The demographic characteristics of Community College students in the 23
sample schools that the Chancellor's Office selected for study appear
for the most part to be statistically representative of the known charac-
teristics of all Community College students in the State, but questions
bave been raised about whether the financial circumstances and financing
patterns of the low-~income, minority students attending the colleges 1n
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the SEARS sample are comparable to those from inner-city colleges 1in the
major urbamn districts Although the available evidence suggests that
they are, and thus that the sample remains adequate, Commission staff
believes that future surveys of this type should include such colleges

All the answers to the SEARS questionnalres are student responses In
many instances, students are 1o an excellent position to answer questloas
about themselves or their characteristics, but in other cases their
knowledge 1s often 1ndirect or 1incomplete at best. For example, other
surveys such as Radaer and Miller's 1975 econometric research on demand
and supply in higher education suggest that low-income students tend to
overestimate their families' income slightly, while middle-income students
tend to underestimate their families' income because of their lack of
knowledge about non-salary sources of 1income. wWhether this 1s Crue or
not of SEARS data 1s not possible to determine, although the SEARS
questionnaire sought to discourage students from guessing or mirsestima-
ting parental income in two ways. (1} by including "] have no 1dea what
my pareat's income was' as one of mine possible responses to the parent
income question, and (2) by using income 1ntervals for the other eight
rather than asking for specific income figures. Commission staff assumes
not oaly that student responses to questions about 1ncome are oot seris
ously biased for any portion of the sample or for any segment but also
that whatever bias may exist applies to students in all segmeats and
thus does not comprom:ise the validity of intarsegmental comparisoas.
(Comparisons of SEARS income data with other income data are discussed
more fully 1n Appendix C of this report.)

Because respoases to SEARS income questions are interval responses,
staff has computed mean or average values by using the midpoints of the
1atarvals, based on the assumption of a uniform distribution of respon-
dents within each interval. Likewise, in computing median values, the
staff has assumed a uniform distribution of responses within the interval
containing the median case

Although the interval response categories provide information about
differences 1n the ways aid and non-aid recipients at both similar and
different ianstitutions meet the costs of attendance, they cannot answer
more specific questions about the operation and effectiveuess of partic-
ular financial aid programs -- the major focus of the second Commission
report in this series, scheduled for completion later this year

The small number of Community College non-credit students and University
of Califormia and independent institution part-time students raspondiag
to the SEARS questionnaire limit the degree of analysis that can be
undertaken using these subsets of the SEARS data even after rewelghting.

Finally, changes 1n some 1982-83 i1aterval response categories from past
SEARS questionnaires create certain problems 1n compariag fam1ly rncome
distribution over time beyoand the complications 1imposed by general
changes in family-income levels. This i1s particularly true of "student
and spouse i1ncome” information, because in 1980 the highest avarlapble
1ncome category was "$5,400 and above," compared to "$32,000 or more'
this past year.



After comparing the weighted data to other known i1nformation, such as the
number of grant recipients and the income distributions 1n Census data,
Commission staff believes that the SEARS sample, correctly weighted to
reflect the known age, gender, ethnicity, and credit-load distribution of
undergraduate students 1o each segment, also adequately reflects the distri-
bution of other selected student characteristics 1n each segment such as
parental and student iacomes, dependency status, and fipancial aid applicant
and recipient patterns.
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TWO

ENROLLMENT PATTERNS AND DEMOGRAPHIC
CHARACTERISTICS OF CALIFORNIA UNDERGRADUATES

Among the 1.8 million undergraduates in Californmia's colleges and unmiver-
sities 1n Fall 1982, major differences existed among the Communmaity Colleges,
the California State University, the University of California, and independent
institutions 1o their course load and level. Within the segments, still
further differences distinguished students enrolled for different credit
loads and at different levels.

DIFFERENCES IN CREDIT LOAD

The percentages of full-time and part-time students differ strikingly among
the four segments, as Display 1l on page 12 reveals. At the Community Colleges
in Fall 1982, fewer than one out of every four students was enrolled full
time for 12 units or more per term; i1nstead, 77 percent were enrclled part
time 1o credit or State-supported nonm-credit courses. At the State Univers:ity,
over seven out of every ten undergraduates were earolled full time, with
only 28.0 percent enrolled part time. At independent colleges and universi-
ties, nearly eight of every ten attended full time; while at the University
of California more than nine out of every ten did so. These credit load
differences reflect differences i1n segmental missions, policres, and tradi-
tions as well as student characteristics. Nowhere are these differences
1llustrated more dramatically than in theé Community Colleges, where theair
diversity of student clientele makes it virtnally impossible to characterize
a '"typical" Community College student. Rather, there are a wide variety of
prototypical Community College students as described in the Comm:ssion's
earlier study, Through the Open Door (1976), and more recently by Steven
Sheldon and others, in the Community Colleges' report, Statewide Longitudinal
Study (1982)

Not only are Community College students less likely to attend full time than
students in any of the three four-year segments, but they are also much more
likely to enroll for fewer than six units per term and often for only a
single course As noted earlier, in Fall 1982, over one-third of their
students were enrolled for fewer than six units, and this "extreme part-time"
group accounted for 44 1 percent of their total credit enrollment. Im
contrast, extreme part-time students constituted just 6.8 percent of under-
graduates at independent colleges and umiversities, 4.6 percent at the State
University, and only 2.0 percent at the University of Califormia. In these
four-year segments, the vast majority of part-time students took between six
and 11 units per term.

In addition, the Community Colleges are the only one of the four segments to
provide State-supported non-credit imstruction as part of their course
offerings to regularly enrolled students. Although such courses in citizen-
ship, adult basic education, and English as a second language are not offered
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by all of the State's 106 Community Colleges, they constitute 2 large and
important part of the offerings of several districts such as North Orange
County, Rancho Santiago, San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Barbara.
Statewide, 12 0 percent of all Community College students enrolled 1in these
courses in Fall 1982,

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CALIFORNIA UNDERGRADUATES

In summariziog the sex, age, and ethnicity of students within each segment
and examining differences in these characteristics among students with

DISPLAY 1 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Credit Load Category By Segment, Fall 1982

100
NONCREDIT [N
90 UNDER6.0| |
| PARTTIME B 190
80 -

FULLTIME §

Community State University of Independent

Colleges University Califarmia Institutions
Under
Segment, Full-Time Part-Time* & Units Non-Cradit Total
Commun:ty Colleges 311,505 154 888 526,016 1n2,077 1,354, 84
State University 180,935 70,261 -- -- 251 170
Univers:ty of California 92,461 8,293 - -- LOO, 754
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Source {alifornia Postsecondary Education Commisaion, Studenc
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different credit leoads, four groups of Community College students warraot
separate attention =-- full-time students, part timers taking six to 1l
units, part timers taking fewer than six units per term, and non-credit
students Because part-time enrollments are proporticnally so much less in
four-year institutions and because fewer differences exist among the part-
time students 1n these segments, the analysis of undergraduate characteris-
tics 1in the four-year segments can focus largely on only two groups --
full-time and part-time students with occasional reference to extreme part
timers.

Characteristics of Community College Students

Sex: Although as of Fall 1982, 453.3 percent of 21l Community College students
were men and 54.7 percent women (Display 2), this distribution var:ied consider-
ably by credit load. The majority of full-time students -- 52,2 perceant --
were men, but among those enrolled for six to 1l units, 52 2 percent were
women. Among both extreme part timers and those taking non-credit courses,
however, nearly 60 percent were women

DISPLAY 2 Percent and Number of Students of FEach
Gender by Credit Load Category, California Community
Colleges, Fall 1982
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Age. Display 3 shows that less than half of all Community College students
1n 1982 were under 25 years old, while 37 5 percent were 30 years of age or
above. Full-time students were the youngest, with 75 5 percent of them
under 25 and 87 2 percent under 30 On the other hand, only 30 percent of
those enrolled for fewer than six units were under 25, nearly one-fourth
were 1n their 30s, and more than one-fourth were 40 or older. Among non-
credit students, only 27.6 percent were under 25, while almost 40 percent

were at least 40.

One of the reasons for the marked differences 1in the age structure of full-
and part-time students in these colleges was the wirde range of prior postsec-
ondary course work. Nearly 80 percent of all full-time students described
themselves as freshmen or sophomores based on the number of units already
completed, but only slightly over half of the part timers enrclled for fewer
than six units did so and nearly 20 percent of them already possessed bach-
elor's degrees. Among non-credit students, 43.3 percent described themselves
as freshmen, 12.5 percent as fifth-year undergraduates, and almost 20 percent
were college graduates

DISPLAY 3 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age Group by Credit Load Category, California Community
Colleges, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity: More ethnic minority students enrolled in the Community Colleges
than in all three other segments of California higher education combined,

and they comprised a larger proportion of the Community College enrollments.
Aside from the large concentrations of Asian and Hispanic students enrolled

1n non-credit courses, the largest percentage of ethnic minority students 1in
the Community Colleges are enrolled either as full-time students or as part

timers taking six to 1l units per term. Though the number of ethnic minority
students enrolled for fewer than six units i1s large, this credit-load category
has the highest concentration of white students -- 68.5 percent -- of any of
the four credit-load groups (Display 4).

DISPLAY 4 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
Community Colleges, Fall 1982
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Marital Status: Display 5 1llustrates the variation 1n marital status among
Community College students enrolled for different credit loads Overall,
the Community Colleges had the lowest percentage of single students (55.2
percent), the highest percentage of married students (35.6 percent), and the
highest percentage of single parents (9.2 percent) of any of the segments.
Among full-time Community College students, 77 7 percent were single, 14 6
percent married, and 7.6 percent single parents. However, among part-time
students enrolled for six to 11 units, 31.2 percent were married and 10.6
percent single parents; and among those enrolled for fewer than six units,
47.6 percent were married and 9.4 percent single parents.

DISPLAY 5 DPercent of Students in Each Marital Status

Category by Credit Load Category, California Community
Colleges, 1982-83
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Characteristics of State University Undergraduates

Although diversity prevails among State University students as well, they
constitute a more homogeneous group than those in Community Colleges.

Sex: Overall, 48.9 percent of the State University's undergraduates in 1982
were men, and the other 51.1 percent women (Display 6), with little differ-
ence in these percentages between full- and part-time students. The full-
time student percentages (48.6 percent men and 51.4 percent women) nearly
matched those for all students, and among part-time students the percentages
were even more closely balanced (49.6 percent men and 50.4 percent women).

DISPLAY 6 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Gender by Credit Load Category, Californla State
‘University, Fall 1982
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Age. A greater percentage of State University undergraduates were under 25
years old than 1n the Community Colleges -- among full-time students, 81 4
percent, and among part-time students, approximately 45 percent (Display 7).
More than 63 percent of all State University undergraduates and more than 75
percent of all part-time undergraduates were upper-division students
Almost a fourth of part-time students were in their upper 20s and nearly a
fifth in their 30s, reflecting not only the greater tendency of upper-division
State University students to attend part time but also the increased length
of time required to earn a bachelor's degree when enrolled on a part-time
basais.

DISPLAY 7 Percent and Number of Students 1in Each
Age Croup by Credit Load Category, California
State University, Fall 1982

%0 -
80 -
70 -
-
[=~] (=]
60 - 3 -
1]
50 - R 40& Up
¥ 30-39
40 - 25-29
N 20-24
30 - 2 19 & Under |..,

Fulltime Parttime Total

Credit-Load 19 And 20 To 25 Ta 30 To 40 And

Category Under 24 30 39 Above
Full-Time 41,823 105,486 19,950 10,089 3,329
Part-Time 4,641 29,695 16,591 13,282 9,031
Total 46 , 4bh 135,181 26,541 23,371 9,360

Source California Postsecondary Education Commission, Student
Enrollment Data

-18_



Ethnicity. Slightly higher percentages of State University students than
Community College students were white (66.6 percent, compared to 63.1) and
Asian (ll.1 percent compared to 8.3), while smaller percentages are Black
or Hispanic (6.5 versus 8 6 and 9 3 versus 13.1 percent, respectively).
Unlike the Community Colleges, the State University distribution of minority
students does not vary much among full-time and part-time undergraduates;
thus their likelihood of attending either part time or full time 1s generally
no greater nor less than that of white students (Display 8).

DISPLAY 8 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
State University, Fall 1982
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Marital Status. Display 9 shows the marital status of State Umiversity
undergraduates and how 1t varied by credit load. Overall, 77 6 percent of
State University undergraduates were single, 17 1 percent married, and 5.3
percent single parents. Among full-time students, 84.6 percent were single,
11.1 percent married, and 4 2 percent single parents, but among part timers,
32.2 percent were married and 8.2 percent single parents

DISPLAY 9 Percent of Students in Each Marital Status
Category by Credit Load Category, California State
University, 1982-83
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Characteristics of University of California Undergraduates

Sex The percentages of men and women University undergraduates differ from
those 1in all three other segments because a majority =-- 51.0 percent -- were
men 1n 1982, despite a steady decline 1in their proportion in recent years
(Display 10). Slightly more than half -- 50 6 percent =-- of full-time
undergraduates were male, as were somewhat more -- 55.4 percent -- of the
small number of part-time students.

DISPLAY 10 Percent and Number of S'tuder?ts of Each
Gender by Credit Load Category, University of
California, Fall 1982
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Age: The age of Unaversity undergraduates reflects the predominantly full-
time character of study at 1ts campuses and the fact that most of its under-
graduates enter as freshmen the year after graduating from high school-
92.9 percent of 1ts full-time undergraduates were under 25, only 4.9 percent
are 1in their late 20s, and barely 2 percent were over 30 (Display 11). Ewven
1ts few part-time undergraduates were 1in traditional college-age groups:
nearly 80 percent are under 25, and 90 percent were under 30. Since the
typical University first-time freshman 18 19 years of age or younger, its
dominant pattern of full-time study means that almost all of its undergrad-
nates who complete their bachelor's degree do so before they reach their
m1d-20s.

DISPLAY 11 Percent and Number of Students in Each
Age Group by Credit Load Category, University of
California, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity Nearly 70 percent of all University undergraduates in 1982 were
white and 16 percent were Asian, while just 3 3 percent were Black and 6 0

percent Hispanic {Display 12)

Blacks were somewhat more likely to be
enrolled as full-time students than were Asians, whites, or Hispanics,
although as with all University undergraduates, the vast majority of Asians
and Hispanics were also enrolled full time.

DISPLAY 12 Percent and Number of Studen@s of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, University of
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Marital Status: Display 13 shows the marital status of University undergrad-
uates. Overall, the University had the highest percentage of single under-

graduates -- 93 3 percent -- of any segment. Only 4 é percent were married,
and 2 1 percent were single parents Among full-time undergraduates, 94 2

percent were single, 4 1 percent married, and 1.7 percent single parents.

The percentage of single part-time students was also high -- 83.8 percent --
but 10 3 percent were married and 5.9 percent were single parents.

DISPLAY 13 Percent of Students in Each Marital Status
Category by Credit Load Category, University of
California, 1982-83
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Characteristics of Independent College and Umversity Undergraduates

The 40 1ndependent colleges and universities whose students were surveyed in
the 1982-83 SEARS sample are among three times this many eligible to partic-
ipate 1n the California Student Aid Commission's programs. Their data were
weirghted by the Student Aid Commission to reflect the credit-load distribu-
trion of all independent institution undergraduates planning to enroll for
the full 1982-83 year.

Sex: The weighted SEARS data show that a clear majority of independent
college undergraduates 1in 1982 were women (Display 14). Among full-time

undergraduates, 55.0 percent were women, as were nearly 67 percent of part-
time undergraduates.

DISPLAY 14 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Gender by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, Fall 1982
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Age The age distribution of independent college undergraduates was most
like that in the State University, with 80.5 percent of them under 25 years
old (Display 15) Their one marked difference was a greater concentration
of students over 30. Among full-time undergraduates, like those at the
University of California, the vast majority appeared to have entered college
directly from high school, since fully 92.3 percent were under 25; only 4.3
percent were in their late 20s; and only 3.3 percent were 30 or older. The
age of part-time undergraduates was quite different, however: Very few were
19 or younger, only 39.1 percent were in their 20s, and the rest were at
least 30. In fact, while 36.6 percent were in their 30s, 19.4 perceat were
at least 40. Clearly, a substantial portion of part-time undergraduates at
California's independent institutions were considerably older than most
California undergraduates in i1ts public upiversities.

DISPLAY 15 Percent and Number of Students 1In Each
Age Group by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, Fall 1982
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Ethnicity: Overall, a greater percentage of independent college undergrad-
uates were white (76.2 percent) than i1n any of the three public segments,
although a larger proportion of Black and Hispanic students were enrolled at
these institutions than at the University of California. A smaller percent-
age of Asian, Black, and Hispanic students were enrclled 1n independent
colleges than at either the State University or the Community Colleges
Nonetheless, Asian, Black, and Hispanic students comprised a much larger
proportion of the independent institutions' full-time undergraduates than of
their part-time students, with the differences particularly pronounced among
Asians, who accounted for 9.8 percent of all full-time but only 2.2 perceat
of part-time undergraduates (Display 16). Nearly 86 percent of part- time
undergraduates were white, compared to 73.7 percent of full-time undergrad-
uates. It thus appears that the vast majority of older part-time students
attracted to independent institutions were white.

DISPLAY 16 Percent and Number of Students of Each
Ethnic Group by Credit Load Category, California
Independent Institutions, Fall 1982
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Marital Status Display 17 shows that 85.3 percent of independent institution
undergraduates were single, 11.4 percent married, and 3 3 percent single
parents It also shows two very different patterns between full-time and
part-time undergraduates Among the full-time students, the pattern was
very much like that of their counterparts in the Umiversity 93 5 percent
were single, 4 6 percent married, and 1 9 percent single parents On the
other hand, the part-time pattern was most similar to that in the State
University except that a higher percentage of married students at independent

colleges had children. In that, 54.8 percent were single, 36.9 married, and
8.3 percent single parents.

DISPLAY 17 Percent of Students 1in Fach Maqltal Status
Category by Credit Load Category, California Independent
Institutions, 1982-83
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THREE

FINANCIAL RESOURCES OF CALIFCRNIA UNDERGRADUATES

One basic measure of the types of students being served by California's
segments of postsecondary education and of the extent of educational oppor-
tunity in the State 1s the income distribution of undergraduates and their
families in each of the four segments.  Financial barriers have long been
recognized as among the most significant obstacles to educational access and
choice; most State, federal, and 1nstitutional financial aid programs have
been founded in order to reduce these obstacles. Thus student and family
income 15 a major ingredient 1n the assessment of students' abilaty to pay
for higher education and the first element considered in determining their
financial need.

|
FINANCIAL DEPENDENCY AND INDEPENDENCE

Any description of the finanecial resources of California's students must
resolve the question of whose income 1s most appropriate to consider -~ that
of the student's parents, or that of the 'student, and 1f married his or her
spouse. The answer to this question depends on whether students are still
financially dependent on their parents for financial support or are finan-
cially independent and self supporting.

At first glance, such a distinction appears fairly clear cut, but the issue
is confused by different federal and State criteria for determining students'’
dependency status.

e According to the federal definition, students are considered financially
tndependent 1f they meet three tests: (1) they were not claimed as
income tax dependents by their parents or legal guardians for either the
past tax year or the current school year; (2) they did not live 1in their
parents’ or legal guardians' home for more than siXx weeks 1n the past
year or the current one; and (3) they did not receive $750 or more in
direct financial support from their parents or legal guardians in either
year.

e The California State definition of independent studeat status uses these
same three criteria, but applies them not just to the current and past
years but to the c¢urrent and past three years,

This defipitional difference creates ambiguity for the 5 to 10 percent of
Californmia's undergraduates who would be considered independent 1f they
apply for federal financial aid but dependent 1f they apply for State aid.

This report uses the federal definitions of dependent and independent student
status because they appear to more closely match the actual patterns of
student and parental support among SEARS respondents than do State defini-
tions. In other words, i1t uses the family income of federally dependent
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In the State University, dependent students comprise 65 9 percent of all
undergraduates, but nearly 75 0 percent of all full-time undergraduates,
compared to only 45 7 percent of part-time students, are dependent according
to federal standards

Not surprisingly, since the vast majority of University of Californmia under-
graduates are under 25 years old and are enrolled full time, 85.2 percent of
them in 1983 were still financially dependent on their parents. Furthermore,
since the age of University undergraduates does not vary sharply between
full-time and part-time students, the percent of depemndent students was high
among both groups ~~ 86.0 percent for full-time and 75.8 percent for part-
time undergraduates.

Over 75 percent of all undergraduates at independent 1institutions were
financially dependent, but the marked differences in the demographic character-
1stics of full-time and part-time students at these colleges and universities
are evident 1n their percentage of financially dependent students as well:
B7.0 percent of full-time students, compared to only 32.8 percent of part-
time students.

DISPLAY 18 (continued)
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Source California Postsecondary Education Commisaion Weights,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey
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DISPLAY 18 (continued)
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Federal Financial Dependency Status of Students In Each
Segment by Credit-Load Category, 1983

Dependent Independent
Community Colleges
Full-Time 71.1% 28.9%
6.0 to 11.9 Units 50.7 49.3
Under 6.0 Units 30 5 69.5
Non-credit 33 0 67 0
Total 45 4 54 6
State University
Full-Time 74.5 25.5
Part-Time 471.9 52.1
Total 65 9 34.1
Unaiversitvy of California
Full-Time 86.0 14.0
Part-Time 75.8 24.2
Total 85.2 14 8
Independent Institutions
Full-Time 87.0 13.0
Part-Time 32 8 67.2
Total 15 6 24 4

Source California Postsecondary Education Commissicn Weights,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey
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FAMILY INCOME OF DEPENDENT STUDENTS

Family Income of Community College Students

As noted earlier, more than 70 percent of all full-time Community College
students 1n 1982 were dependent on their parents for at least a portion of
their financial support. As shown in Display 19, 15.7 percent came from
families with annual incomes 1in 1982 of less than $12,000 per year; 23.6
percent came from from families with incomes of between $§12,000 and $23,999;
40.7 percent were from families earning $24,000 to $47,999, and the remaining
20.0 percent were from famil:ies earning $48,000 or more. Slightly greater
concentrations of dependent students from families with incomes of under
$24,000 per year occur 1n the two part-time categories than among full-time
students, but otherwise no striking differences distinguish the family
1ncome of part-time from full-time dependeat students. As was true of these
part-time students, the proportion of dependent students among those enrolled
1n non-credit courses was low -- 33.0 percent -- but their percentage from
low-1ncome families was quite high: 45.7 percent from families earming less
than $12,000, and 76.3 percent from families earning less than $24,000.

DISPLAY 19 Percent of Financially-Dependent Students 1n
Each Family Income Category by Segment and Credit Load
Category, 1982-83

Under $12,000- $24,000- $36,000- $48,000- $60,000
$12,000 $23,999 $35,999 $47,999 $59,999 And Up

Community Colleges

Full-Time (221,435) 15.7% 23.6% 27.6% 13.1% 7.7% 12.3
6.0 to 11.9 Units (179,765) 16.5 27.2 26.9 12 0 8.3 9.2
Under 6.0 Units (160,286) 17.3 23.7 28 4 9.0 12.2 9.4
Non-credit (53,483) 45 7 22.6 17.7 6 8 72 0.0
Total (614,969) 19 0 24.6 26.7 11.2 9 0 9 6
State University

Full-Time (134,834) 12.2 20 6 28.4 15.2 10 6 13.1
Part-Time (33,678) 12 6 21.8 31.3 14.1 9.2 11.1
Total (168,512) 12.2 20.8 29.0 15.0 16.3 12.6
University of California

Full-Time (79,544) 8.7 16.4 25.2 16.0 13.4 20.3
Part-Time (6,283) 13.1 16.0 18.2 7.8 14.2 36.7
Total (85,827) 9.0 15.9 24.7 15.4 13.5 21.5
Independent Institutions

Full-Time (8%,872) 12 9 19.9 22.2 13.0 9.7 22.3
Part-Time (9,106) 58 23.0 9.2 21.8 9.7 30.6
Total (98,978) 12.3 20.2 21.0 13.8 9.7 23.0

Scurce California Postsecondary Education Commission Weights,
Studenc Exp and R rees Jurvey
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Family Income of State University Undergraduaies

In the State University, 12.2 percent of 1ts dependent students came from
families with 1incomes below $12,000, another 20.8 percent from families
earning between $12,000 and $23,999, 44.0 percent from families with incomes
in the $24,000 to $47,999 range, and the remaining 22.9 percent from families
with 1ncomes of $48,000 or more. Only very slight differences were evident
in the income distributions of full-time and part-time dependent students,
although the proportion who were dependent differed markedly (74.5 percent
compared to 47.9 percent).

Family Income of University of California Undergraduates

Overall, fewer of the University's dependent undergraduates came from families
with incomes of under $24,000 in 1982 than in any of the other three segments,
and more of them came from families with incomes of $48,000 and above,
although the Unmiversity's percentage of dependent students from families
with annual incomes of $60,000 or more was not as great as 1n the independent
inetitutions. Among the University's full-time dependent undergraduates,
only 8.7 percent came from families earning less than $12,000, and only
about one-fourth came from families with incomes of under $24,000. On the
other hand, 41.2 percent of their families earned between $24,000 to 547,999,
and 33.7 percent came from families with anpual earnings of 548,000 or more,
Among part-time dependent undergraduates, family incomes were concentrated
more on both ends of the income distribution than were full-time students.
That 1s, 13.1 percent of the part-time dependent students' families earned
under $12,000, compared to 8.7 percent of full-time students' families, and
36.7 percent came from families with annual incomes of $60,000 and above,
compared to 20.3 percent of the full-time students.

Family Income of Independent Institution Students

The proportion of full-time dependent students from families with incomes
under $12,000 and between $12,000 and $23,999 matched almost exactly those
of comparable students at the State University. On the other hand, the
percentage of these full-time students from fam:lies earming between 524,000
and $59,999 was consistently lower than at either the State University or
the Universaity, and i1t was counterbalanced somewhat by the greater propor-
tion from families with incomes of $60,000 or more (22.3 percent, compared
to 20.3 percent at the University and 13.1 percent at the State University).
All 1n all, these family-income dastributions of full-time dependent under-
graduates suggest the possibility of some sort of "middle income squeeze" at
independent i1nstitutions.

The family-income distribution of full-time dependent students at inde-

pendent institutions differed markedly from thst of part-time gtudents,

with the relatively small size of the part-time group probably contributing
to these differences. Comprising less than one~third of all part-time

students at the independent institutions and less than 10 percent of thear
total undergraduate enrollment, part-time dependent students rarely came
from families with incomes of under $12,000, while nearly 31.0 percent came
from families earning $60,000 or more.
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INCOME OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

The income of financially independent undergraduates includes both taxable
and non-taxable earnings of the students themselves and, in the case of
married undergraduates, the combined earnings of both the students and their
spouses. Display 20 shows the income distribution for these studeants for
each segment.

Income of Independent Community College Students

Financially independent or self-supporting students 1n 1982 constituted
nearly 55 percent of all Community College students, including 28.9 percent
of full-time students, 49.3 percent of part-time students taking between s1x
and 11 umits, 69 5 percent of all those enrclled for fewer than six units
per term, and 67.0 percent of all non-credit students. Among these full-time
students, 16.8 percent had incomes of less than $3,000 per year; 15 4 percent
earned from $3,000 to $5,999; and 25 5 percent had incomes of between $6,000
and §11,999. In short, 57.6 percent or nearly six out of every ten financially

DISPLAY 20 Percent of Financially-Independent Students

in Each .?tudent and/or Spouse Income Category by Segment
and Credit Load Category, 1982-83

Under $3,000- $ 6,000- $12,000- $24,000
$3,000 $5,999 $11,999 $23,999 And Up

Community Colleges

Full-Time (90,071) 16.8% 15.4% 25.3% 20.5% 21 8%
6.0 to 11.0 Unaits (175,122) 4 8 4 4 14 .4 30.3 46.1
Under 6.0 Units (365,730) 34 2.2 10.4 26.0 58.0
Non=-credat (108,593) 11 0 6 0 16.1 18.3 48 6
Total (739,516) 65 4 9 14.0 25 2 49 4
State University

Full-Time (46,091) 20 3 20 4 22 8 19.2 17 2
Part-Time (36,563) 28 3.4 16.0 30.6 47.3
Total {82,654) 11 9 12.3 19.6 24.6 31.5
University of California

Full-Time (12,906) 32.6 27.4 2l.6 11.4 7.1
Part-Time (2,009) 36 16.4 18.7 31.5 29.8
Total (14,915) 28.7 25.9 21.2 14 1 10.2
Independent Institutions

Full-Time (13,381) 25.5 23.4 21.9 12.6 16.6
Part-Time (18,639) 0.6 13.5 24.6 19.1 42.1
Total (32,020) 11 0 17.6 23.5 16 5 31.4

Source: Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission Weaghts,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey
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independent full-time students in the Community Colleges earned less than
$12,000 per year. The remaining 42.3 percent were fairly evenly divided
between those earning $12,000 to $23,999 and those with incomes of $24,000
or above. Among independent students enrolled for six to 1l units per term,
9.2 percent had incomes of under $6,000 per year and 14.4 percent had incomes
between $6,000 and $11,999. In contrast, 46.1 percent had incomes of $24,000
or more, with nearly three out of four of them earning $32,000 or more.

A similar pattern prevailed smong students taking fewer than six units: 5.6
percent had incomes of under $6,000; 10.4 percent earned between $6,000 and
$11,999, and 58.0 percent earned more than $24,000 per year, with three-
fourths of these having incomes of $32,000 or above.

Among independent students enrolled in non-credit courses, marked concentra-
tione of incomes occurred at both ends of the spectrum, with more than ome-
third having incomes of less than $12,000 per year and nearly one-half
earning 524,000 or more.

Income of Independent State University Undergraduates

In the State University during Fall 1982, financially independent students
comprised 25.5 percent of the full-time undergraduates and 54.3 percent of
the part-time students. Marked differences existed between the two groups
in their income distributions, with slightly more than 20 perceat of fuli-
time students having incomes of under 56,000 per year, with this group
divided evenly between those earning less than $3,000 and those earning
more, while the other 80 percent were fairly evenly distributed among the
higher three 1income categories. Im contrast, very few of the part-time
students had incomes of less than $6,000; more than one-fourth earned between
$12,000 and $23,999; and nearly half had incomes of $24,000 or more.

The overall income distribution of 1ndependent undergraduates in the State
University shows that the percentage earning below $6,000 per year was more

than twice as large as in the Community Colleges -- 24.2 percent, compared

to 11.4 Similarly, 43.8 perceat of 1independent State University students
earned less than %$12,000 compared to 25.4 percent in the Community Colleges.
On the other hand, only 31.5 percent of independent State University students
had personal or spouse incomes of $24,000 or more, compared to 49 .4 percent

of Community College independent students.

Income of Independent University of California Undergraduates

The vast majority of self-supporting undergraduates at the University of
California have very low incomes, with 32.6 percent of full-time independent
students earning less than $3,000, 60.0 percent less than $6,000, and 81.6
percent less than $12,000 in 1982. Even among independent part-time students,
the percentage with incomes under $12,000 1s considerably larger than in the
other two public segments -~ among several reasons because nearly two-thirds
of them are single. At the same time, 31.5 percent of them had incomes of
$12,000 to $23,999, and an additional 29.8 percent had earnings of $24,000
or more.
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Income of Financially Independent Students at Independent Institutions

Such substantial differences exist between the income of financially inde-
pendent undergraduate full-time and part-time students in independent institu-
tions that the overall income distribution of all these students 1s not very
meaningful. Half of the full-time students had incomes of less than $6,000,
and of these, half had incomes of less than 53,000. Among the part-time
students, on the other hand, only 14.1 percent earned less than $6,000 and
0.6 percent less than $3,000, while 24.6 percent had incomes of $6,000 to
$11,999; 19.1 earned between $12,000 and £23,999; and 42.1 percent earned
524,000 or more. Indeed, 32.0 percent had student and spouse incomes of
532,000 or more. Nonetheless, the proportion of self-supporting students at
1ndependent ccolleges earning between 512,000 and 523,999 was at least a
third less than 1in any public segment -- only 19.1 percent, compared to at
least 30 percent elsewhere.

OVERALL INCOME OF STUDENTS ACROSS THE FOUR SEGMENTS

In order to compare the overall inceme dastribution of students in Califor-
nia's collegez and universities, compatibility must be achieved between the
differing i1ncome intervals used by the SEARS questionnaire to gather income
data from dependent versus 1independent students While most of the SEARS
income categories for the two groups of students are compatible, they differ
at the upper end of the income range. For comparative purposes, the two
sets of scales have both been collapsed inteo four inocome categories: under
$12,000; $12,000 to $23,999; $24,000 to $47,999; and 548,000 and above.

Income of Full-Time Students

As Display 21 below shows, among California's four segments of higher educa-
tion, the Community Colleges have the highest concentration of full-time
students with few financial resources: As of 1982, 27.8 percent either came
from families earning less than $12,000 or earned less that $12,000 :f they
(and their spouse, 1f married) were self supporting. The State University
had the second largest concentration -- 25.2 percent -- followed by indepen-
dent institutione with 20.4 percent and the University of Califormia with
18.9 percent. Furthermore, among these low-income students, those in the
Community Colleges often had fewer resources available to spend on education
than undergraduates in the other segments because mere than one-third of
them were dependent students from families with one or more children and an
additional one-fourth were financially independent single parents with
children. 1In the other three segments, a far smaller percentage of finan-
cially independent Ilow-income students were raising children as single
parents, instead, the vast majority had only themselves to support.

The same relation among the segments prevailed for students i1n the $12,000
to 523,999 income category: The largest concentration was i1n the Community



Colleges (22 7 percent), followed 1n order by the State University (20.2
percent), 1independent institutions (19 0 percent), and the University of
California (15 7 percent)

For the $24,000 to $47,999 category, the percentages were very similar
across all four segments -- slightly more than 33 percent 1in each of the
public segments, and 32.8 percent 1in independent institutions

The greatest differences among the segments occurred in the high-income
category of 548,000 or more. In every segment, almost all of the full-time
undergraduates in this group are financially dependent; but at the Community
Colleges only 14.2 percent of full-time students come from high-income
families, compared to 17.7 percent at the State University, 29.0 perceant at
the University of California and 27.9 percent at independent imstitutions.
Despite the high percentage of students from these more affluent families at
the University, a larger proportion of 1ts students 1in this category come
from families earning between 548,000 and $59,999, than at independent
institutions, where a slightly larger percentage of students 1n this category,
come from families with incomes of $60,000 or more

DISI?LAY 21 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Family Income Category by Segment, 1982-83

50 —
$48,000 And Above B
$24,000 - $47,999
a0 _ $12,000- $23,999 .5

369 365 Under $12,000

352 — ——

— 328

230

Independent

Community State University of

Colleges University Califorma Institutions

Under $12,000- 524.,000-  $48,000

Segment 512,000 523,999 $47 999 And Up
Community Calleges (311,505) 27 8% 22 7% 35 2% 14 2%
State University (180,935) 25 2 20 2 36 9 17 7
University of Calaformia (92,461) 18 9 15 7 36 5 29 0
Independent Iostitutions (103,277) 20 4 19 0 32 8 27 9

Source California Postsecondary Education Commission Weights,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey
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Income of All Students

Focusing on the income of all students 1in each segment rather than that of
only full-time students, Display 22 shows that in the Community Colleges,
the inclusion of part-time students reduces to 22.5 percent the proportion
of students with incomes of less than $12,000, compared to 27.8 percent for
full-time students. Their inclusion also reduces the percentage of low-
income undergraduates at the State Unaversity as well -- to 23.1 percent
from 25.2 percent for full-time students. These shifts in income distribution
indicate that part-time students 1n these two segments generally have hagher
incomes than full-time students. But i1n the University of Califormia, the
inclusion of part-time students did not change the percentage, and 1in the

DISPLAY 22 Percent of All Students in Each Family
Income Category by Segment, 1982-83

50 $48,000 And Above
(— $24,000 - $47,999
} $12,000 - $23,999
Under §12,000

40 - ir9 374

1
63

t
Communi State University of Independen
Cc:lleges.‘t“I University Cahfornia Insttutions

Under $12,000- $24,000-  $48,000

Segment $12,000 £23,999 547,999 And Up
Community Colleges (1,354,484) 22 3 24 9 37 ¢ tu 7
State University (251,176) 231 221 37 4 17 5
Unaversity of Califormia (100,754} 18 9 15 7 35 2 30 3
Independent I[nstitutions (130,810) 220 19 2 31 1 77

Source California Postsecondary Education Commission Weights,
Student Expenses and Rescurces Survey
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independent institutions, their inclusicn increases the size of the lowest
income group to 22.0 percent, from 20.4 percent for full-time students.

Including part-time studeants in the overall aincome distributions raises

slightly the percentage of Community College students in all three of the
the upper-income categories and increases slightly the proportion of State
University students in the $24,000 to $47,999 range; but i1t makes few other
marked differences in any segment's overall student-income distribution

compared to its full-time student-income dastribution. Thus, overall,

Daisplay 22 shows that the largest concentrations as well as the largest

numbers of low-income students are in the Community Colleges and the State
University -- 305,000 and 58,000, respectively. While low-income students
also attend the University of California and independent institutions, a
general relationship exists across all four segments between the cost of

attending any segment and the income distribution of its students.

FAMILY INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF CALIFORNIA FAMILIES AND STUDENTS

The nature of the relationship between the cost of attendance and student
enrollment patterns is further clarified when the income distribution for
all Califormia families in the 1980 Population Census 1s compared with the
overall income distribution of students and students' families in each of the
four segments. The chief value of this comparison is to 1llustrate which
income strata within the general State population typically enroll in each
segment and whether the concentration of the various income groups among
students is greater or less than the concentration within the general popula-
tion.

The income categories in Display 23 for the 1980 Census correspond closely
to the income categories for the 1982-83 SEARS questionnaire after adjustang
for income growth between 1979 and 1982. The display shows that the concen-
tration of low-income students is 51 percent greater among full-time studeats
and 22 percent greater among all students in the Community Cclleges than
among Califorpia families as a whole. Their concentration at the State
University is also significantly higher than among all California families,
and it 1s surprisingly high at independent institutions as well.

The proportion of students from families in the $12,000 to $23,999 range,
however, approaches that of the general California population only in the
Community Colleges and State University, particularly wheo all students and
not just full-time students are included. The proportion of students from
families with incomes in the middle range between $24,000 and $47,999 ie
only slightly lower for both full-time and all students in the three public
segments than for Californians as a whole, although the proportion is somewhat
below the State average among students at independent institutions. And, as
expected, the concentration of students from families with incomes above
$48,000 exceeds the proportion of all California families with such incomes
in every segment except the Community Colleges. In part, this stems from
well-known demographic factors affecting college participation rates, but it
also illustrates one of the limitations of such comparisons. Nearly all the
students in the over "$48,000" i1ncome category are financially dependent
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students whose parents are typically over 40 years of age. Age has always
been generally associated with income, and the income distribution of dependent
students should most appropriately be compared with the income distribution
of California families whose head 1s 40 to 54 years old, nmot with all Califor-
nia families which include a great many young persons just beginning their
careers,

DISPLAY 23 Family Income Distribution of California Families
and Students, 1980 Census and 1982-83 Student
Expenses and Resources Survey

Under $10,000- $20,000~ $40,000

1980 Census $10,000 $19,999 $39,999 & Above
Family Income 18.4% 27.1% 39.39% 15.1%
1983 SEARS

Under $12,000- $24,000- 348,000
Full-time Students $12,000 $23,99% $47,999 & Above
Community Colleges 27.8% 22.7% 35.2% 14.2%
State University 25.2 20.2 36.9 17.7
University 18.9 15 7 36.5 29.0
Independents 20.4 19.0 32.8 27.9
All Undergraduates
Community College 22.5% 24.9% 37.9% 14.7%
State University 23.1 22.1 37.4 17.5
University 18.9 15.7 35.2 30.3
Independents 22.0 19.2 31.1 27.7

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Staff Analysis of
Census and SEARS data.
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FOUR

THE COSTS OF ATTENDING COLLEGE IN CALIFORNIA

Determining how much college costs requires choosing among several definz:-
tions of the cost of college attendance.

e One definition of these costs is simply the tuition and required fees
charged students (Carnegie Commission, 1973, pp. 20, 21).

¢ A second and broader definition 1s the ocut-of-pocket cost to the students
and their families, including tuition and required fees, room and board,
bocks and supplies, travel, and other living costs that may be partially
offset for needy students by financial axd.

e A third and even broader definitiom includes, in addition to these costs,
the wages or income lost by students in order to attend college. (All
three of these definitions are discussed at length in the Commaission's
report, The Price of Admission, 1983, pp. 13-18.)

The first of these definitions 1s commonly used in State budgetary discus-
sions, where tuition and required fees are often viewed as the major financial
barrier to college education and tuition-free "low-cost" publaic higher
education has long been regarded as the way to make higher education demo-
cratically accessible.

As important as the amount of tuition and required fees undoubtedly are for
many students, the view that these charges are an adequate definition of the
costs of attendance 1s limited because, even in public institutiens, tuition
and required fees represent only a portion of the cost of education to the
student.

A more realistic view is that the costs of attendance include what the
second definition above lists as expenses, what college catalogs often call
the "estimated costs of attendance," and what the Student Aid Commission
refers to as "student budgets." These include the cost to the student and
family of tuition and required fees, room and board (either living at home,
in a college dormitory, or off campus), books and supplies, transportation,
and other living expenses. These costs, and not simply those of student
charges, are used in analyzing students’ eligibility for financial aid and
1n determining the amounts of grants, work-study opportunities, and loans to
be awarded through federal, State, and institutional financial aid programa.
They are also the costs that the 1982~-83 SEARS survey was designed to measure
systematically; and for these several reasons they are the ones that are
used here to assess the costs of attendance.
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SYSTEMATIC DIFFERENCES IN THE COSTS OF ATTENDANCE

Systematic variations obvioualy exist in costs or "student budgets” regard-

less of the college or university students attend. For instance, students

who reside at home and commute to campus generally spend less than those who
live away from home, either in dormitories or off campus, just ag the costs

for those living away from home tend to be higher in certain areas than in

others. Indeed, one reason the 1960 Master Plan Survey Team recommended the
diversion of many lower-division students from the University and the then

State Colleges to the "readily acceassible junior colleges" was "to protect

fami1ly 1ncomes by permitting more students to live at home while attending

college" (p. 169).

Similarly, the costs faced by married studeats or single parents are typi-
cally greater than those faced by single students, including as they do
higher average costs for housing, food, and child care.

The Student A1d Commission and most financial aid offices distinguish among
s1x different student budget categories based on these systematic differeaces
1n students' residence during the school year and their marital status: (1)
single at home, (2) single on campus, (3) single off campus, (4) married
without children, (5) married with children, and (6) single parent. They
then develop "standard" or expected student budgets for each of these cate-
gories to use 1n assessing the ability of students and their famlies to pay
for college and the students' fimancial aid eligibility. Display 24 ahows
the relative distribution of students in these six categories for each
segment.

Disregarding for the moment differences among California's four segments of
higher education in their general student charges, the following paragraphs
describe differences 1n student costs among these six categories of student
budgets. They suggest that 1f tuition and fees are not counted, only modesat
variations exist among the segments within each of these budget categories --
but that major differences occur in non-instructional costs of students in
the several categories.

Costs of Single Undergraduates Living at Home

More than 80 percent of finencially dependent full-time students and 60 to
70 percent of dependent part-time students in the Community Colleges lived
at home with their parents. Nearly 50 percent of the dependent full-time
and over 60 percent of the dependent part-time students in the State Univer-
sity lived at home as well. In the University and independent institutions,
however, only 10 to 20 percent of dependent full-time undergraduates remained
at home.

Full~Time Students: In 1982, the average costs for books and supplies,
transportation, food, and miscellaneous expenses of single full-time dependent
students living at home and commuting to campus was $2,270 at the Universaty
of California, $2,340 at a Community College, $2,405 at the State University,
and 52,409 at an independent institution.
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Part-Time Students: Among single students living at home, virtually no
difference existed between part-time Community College students taking saix
to 11 units ($2,371) and that of full-time students ($2,340). This lack of
difference 1n costs was not consistent across the other segments, however.
At independent institutions, for example, the few part-time students resid-
ing at home had average nom-instructional costs of only $1,726 compared to
$2,409 for their more numerous full-time counterparts. Yet, in the State
University and the University of Californmia, part-time students living at
home spent $400 to $700 more respectively than their full-time counterparts,
with most of the difference occurring among their "miscellaneous expenses."
For both full-time and part-time dependent students living at home, the
above figures do not include estimated parental housing costs of about §$550
for each segment because these costs would be borne by parents regardless of
where the student resides.

DISPLAY 24 Percent of Students in Each Budget Category
by Segment and Credit Load Category, 1982-83

Single Single Single Married Married Single
At Home On Campus Off Campus No Children With Children Parent

Community Colleges

Full-Time 59.0 0.5 18.3 5.2 9.4 7.6
6.0 to 11.9 Unats 35.4 - 22.5 11.5 19.7 10.6
Under 6 0 Units 17.6 - 25.2 18.0 29.7 9.4
Noncredit 17.1 -- 27.8 21.6 24.9 8.6
Total 31.8 - 23.2 13.8 21 8 9 2
State Unaiversity

Full-Time 34.4 11 3 38.8 6.5 4 7 4 2
Part-Time 26.2 1.6 30.4 14.7 18.9 8 2
Total 32.7 8 6 36 3 8 6 8.5 53
University of California

Full-Time 14.6 37.5 42.0 2.6 1.5 1.7
Part-Time 30.9 20.2 32.7 4.2 6.1 5.9
Total 16 0 36.1 41.3 2.7 1.9 2.1
Independent Institutions

Full-Time 12.9 63.8 16.8 2.6 2.0 1.9
Part-Time 3.8 15.6 35 5 51 31 8 8 3
Total 10 9 53 6 20 8 3.1 83 33

Source California Postsecondary Education Commigsion Weights,
Student Expenses aod Rescurces Survey
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Costs of Single Undergraduates Living on Campus

Students in this budget category attend institutions in all four segments,
but the number of Community Colleges with dormitories 1s small. In additionm,
almost no part-time independent students in any four-year institutions lived
on campus. Consequently, the average costs of these groups of students are
not included in the following comparisons. At the State Universaty, 11.3
percent of all full-time undergraduates but less than 2 percent of all
part-time undergraduates lived on campus. At the Unaversity of Califormia,
nearly 38 percent of full-time and 20 percent of part-time undergraduates
lived on campus. This pattern was even more characteristic of independent
institutions, with 64 percent of full-time but only 15 percent of part-time
undergraduates living on campus.

Full-Time Students: The average non-instructional costs of dependent students
in this category varied from $4,493 at the State University to $4,585 at the
University and $4,910 at independent institutions, with only slight varia-
tions 1n these figures for financially independent students. The cost
d1fference between the State University and Umiversity stemmed almost entirely
from differences in dormitory fees of the respective segments. On the other
hand, the difference between University and independent institution costs
stemmed from higher food and transportation costs at independent i1nstitutions
and higher average expenditures by their students for miscellaneous expenses.

Part-Time Students: Financially dependent undergraduates attending part
time and living on campus typically spent several hundred dollars more than
their full-time undergraduate counterparts and as much as $2,000 more than
part-time undergraduates living at home, primarily because of housing costs.

Costs of Single Undergraduates Living Off Campus

In the Community Colleges, about 12 percent of financially dependent full-time
students and 36 percent of self-supporting full-time students lived off
campus but away from their parents' homes, as did 24 percent of all part-time
students. In the State University, nearly 39 percent of full-time and 30
percent of part-time undergraduates lived off campus. The comparable figures
were 42 and 33 percent, respectively, among University undergraduates, but
at independent institutions only 17 percent of full-time students and 36
percent of part-time students did seo.

Full-Time Students: Among financially dependent full-time undergraduates
living off campus and away from home, average non-instructiopal expenditures
were $4,703 in the State Unmiversaty, 54,783 in the University of Califormia,
$5,094 1in the Community Colleges, and $5,612 at independent institutions.
The greater costs of Community College students compared to those in the two
public universities stemmed almost entirely from higher "miscellaneous™
expenses. The higher expenditures of students at 1ndependent institutioas
in comparison with the public universities stemmed about half from higher
food and housing expenses and half from greater miscellaneous expenses.




In all four segments, average expenses for financially independent full-time
undergraduates living off campus were virtually the same, ranging from
$§5,072 to $5,278. At the State University and University, their average
was approximately $370 more than for dependent students, with most of the
difference attributable to higher food and housing costs. At independent
instatutions, their average was $360 less than their dependent vndergraduate
counterparts, due primarily to lower expenditures for miscellaneous expenses.

Overall, full-time students in a2ll four segments who lived off campus but
away from home generally spent $200 to $800 more than their counterparts who
lived on campus. Since most Community Colleges do not provide on-campus
housing, the housing choice for most dependent students in the Community
Colleges was between living at home or living off campus. The difference
between these two choices was more than $2,700, with the off-campus students
spending more than double what students commuting from home spent.

Part-Tame Students: Among dependent students laving off campus, average
expenditures in the three public segments of part-time students were $300 to
$900 greater than those of full-time students, but at independent insti-
tutions, they were some $350 less than for their full-time counterparts.

Financially independent part-time students living off campus spent consider-
ably more than any other group of single students living off-campus -- from
as little as $250 more at the University up to $1,200 and §1,600 more at the
State University and the Community Colleges, respectively.

Costs of Married Undergraduates Without Children

Some married students without children continue to receive financizal support
from their families and are thus comsidered financially dependent, but the
majority of married students in all segments are fipancially independent.

Full-Time Students: Average expenses in the public segments for independent
students of this budget category ranged from $7,605 at the Unaversity of
California up to $7,907 at the Community Colleges, and stood at $9,789 in
independent institutions. Two-thirds of the greater expenses of students at
independent institutions stemmed from expenditures for food and housing,
while the other third came from miscellaneous expenses.

Part-Time Students: The average expenditures for part-time students in this
category tend to be somewhat higher than for their full-time counterparts in
the same segments. Two apparent exceptions at the University of California

and i1ndependent institutions 1nvolve too few cases for reliable generaliza-

tion.

Costs of Married Undergraduates with Children
Average student expenses of married students with children were at least

$1,000 to 52,000 more than of married students without children in the same
segment. Across the segments, these non-instructional expenses generally
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ranged from a total of $9,000 to $11,000 per year, not counting child-care
costs often incurred by students with voung children.

Costs of Single-Parent Undergraduates

Financially dependent single-parent undergraduates were almost as common as
financially independent ones in all segments except the State University,
where they were outnumbered by independent single parents nearly two to one.
The serious financial circumstances of many of them is illustrated by the
fact that their expenditures 1in all segments were considerably lower on
average than those of married students and similar to those of single students
living off campus -- ranging from $4,500 to $6,600.

SEGMENTAL DIFFERENCES IN TOTAL COSTS OF ATTENDANCE

Differences in non-instructional costs such as housing, food, books, and
transportation are one basic factor that i1ofluences the average cost of
college attendance, but a second 1s the often substantial differences in
general student charges, such as tuition or required educational fees.
Often these two factors reinforce one another and thereby widen the differ-
ences in average costs among segments. Less often, their mixture reduces
this difference.

In the last four years, rapid fee increases at the State University and
University as well as tuition increases at independent colleges have widened
the gap in general student charges among them and between them and the
Community Colleges. For example, although user fees in the Community Colleges
have risen from virtually nothing in 1979-80 to approximately $40 1n 1982-83,
total required fees for California residents at the State University have
increased from $204 in 1979-80 to an average of $505 in 1982-83 and to $702
in 1983-84. At the University of California, they rose from 3731 in 1979-80
to $1,294 in 1982-83 and to 51,385 in 1983-84. And at Califormia's indepen-
dent institutioas, they increased from an average of 54,124 in 1979-80 to
$5,992 1in 1982-83, and they rose again in the current year. When average
non-instructional expenses are combined with these charges, the differences
in cost among the segments generally widen still further.

Total Costs for Dependent Students

The overall average cost of attending a Community College in California 1s
substantially lower for dependent students than that of attending any other
segment ~- 52,900 1n 1982, compared tc $4,405 1n the State University,

$5,385 in the University, and §$10,280 in independent institutions. The
reason 18 not omly that Community College required fees are considerably

lower than even those in the State University and other four-year institu-
tions, but also that a much higher proportion of Community College students
live at home while attending college rather than residing on campus or off
campus and away from home.
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For the same reason, the $4,405 average cost for dependent students at the
State University is lower than at the University of California and at inde-
pendent institutions, again both because 1ts required fees are about half of
those at the Umiversity and no more than 10 to 15 percent of what indepen-
dent college students are charged and because a larger proportion of its
dependent students live at home and commute to classes than at the Universaty
or independent institutions, where on-campus or off-campus living 1s the
predominant pattern.

Since most University and independent college dependent students reside in
campus dormitories or off campus and away from home, the non-instructional
cost differences between their students are quite modest. Consequently, the
major cost gap between them ~-- nearly $4,900 -- arises principally from
substantial differences in their required fees

Exceptions exist, of course, to these general patterns. For 1instance, in
1982 it generally cost financially dependent Community College students who
lived off campus and away from home more to attend college than it cost
comparable State University undergraduates living at home, despite their
paying an average of $455 to $505 less 1in fees than the State University
students. Conversely, for the few dependent students at the University who
live at home with their parents, the overall cost of attenrding the University
was less than for comparable State University students living off campus,
despite their paying 5789 more in required fees.

Nevertheless, the general pattern among dependent undergraduates, and parti-
cularly among those attending full time, 1s for segmental differences in
their characteristic residence patterns to reinforce segmental differences
in required fees, thereby widening the overall differences in costs among
the segments.

Total Costs of Independent Students

The average total cost of attendance for fimancially independent undergrad-
vates with incomes under $12,000 1n 1982 was $4,276 1n the Community Colleges,
$5,333 in the State University, $6,600 in the Umiversity, and $10,270 at
independent instituticns. Similar costs for those independent students with
i1ncomes of $24,000 or more were consistently more: approximately $9,300 to
510,300 1n the Community Colleges, 59,800 to $11,000 in the State University,
$12,000 to 512,600 in the University, and to §13,700 to $14,000 at independent
institutions.

Differences i1n marital status as well as residence patterns tend to account
for these cost differences. For example, 1ndependent students with incomes
of under $12,000 tend to be single students who typically live on campus in
dormitories or off campus 1n rented apartments or other quarters. The

non-instructional component of student budgets for these students is mormally
higher than asmong dependent commuter students and often most like that of
single dependent students living in similer off-campus housing patterns.

Among this group of independent students, however, non-instructional costs
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differences vary within a much narrower range because of the similarities in
living patterns. As a result, the major differences 1in the cost of attending
college for them stem from differences 1n tuition or required fees among the
various institutions and segments.

Although some 1ndependent students with incomes above $12,000 are single and
a few with i1ncomes above $24,000 are too, most of these students tend to be
older than dependent undergraduates or than independent undergraduates with
lower incomes. They are also more likely to attend cecllege part time, and
a larger proportion of them are likely to be married or single parents.
While the financial circumstances of such independent students vary widely
within and among the segments, the largest differences in their student
budgets are likely to stem from family circumstances and from segmental
differences 1n tuition and required fees. As noted earlier, even the non-
instructional portion of married or single-parent budgets 1s much higher on
average than among single students.



FIVE

SOURCES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The praimary responsibility for meeting the costs of attending college con-
tinues to rest with students themselves and their families, but the growth
of student financial aid programs at 1institut:ional, State, and federal
levels over the past two decades has helped to reduce the financial obstacles
to college attendance for students who cannot afford the expenses themselves
or whose parents cannot afford them. As a consequence, four curreat sources
of support for college attendance can be identified as (1) parents, (2)
students, (3) grant assistance, and (4) loan aid. The four major sections
of this chapter discuss the role of each of these sources of support in
turn.

PARENTAL SUPPORT

For nearly 30 years, the College Scholarship Service (CSS) has provided
assistance to postsecondary institutions, state scholarship programs, and
other agencies through its need analysis services. Together with the Ameri-
can College Testing (ACT) Program, it provides national standards for the
determination of students' financial need. As 1t explains in 1ts manual for
financial aid offices and agencies (1983, p. 9):

The underlying assumption of the CSS need analysis system 1s that
parents have an obligation to finance the education of their
children to the extent that they are able. . . . Another major
assumption of the CSS need analysis system is that the size of the
family and any extraordinary expenses that the family may have
must be considered in order to measure the true ability of the
family to contribute to educational costs. So, tco, must such
factors as the age of the pareats, the value of parents’' assets,
and the number of working parents be weighed -- factors that will
alter a family's financial strength.

For financially dependent students, then, the size of expected parental
contributions is a major determinant 1in assessing students' ability to pay
the costs of attendance, and hence 1in assessing their financial need.

Parental Support of Full-Time Students

As Display 25 on page 52 shows, the percentage of full-time students who
reported any direct financial contribution from their parents toward theair
education varied widely from segment to segment.

Parents of Community College Students: Over 70 percent of full-time Commupity
College students are considered financislly dependent, but only 51 percent
received direct parental contributions. At least two factors probably
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contributed to this marked difference: First, a significant percentage of
these students came from families with incomes under $24,000, and for some
of these families no financial support may have been possible. Second,

because the SEARS questionnaire asked students liviag at home not to count
housing and food costs in reporting their parental contributions, these
contributions were not iancluded 1n the SEARS statistics.

Thus, not counting board and room at home, 32 percent of full-time Community
College students received under $900 in parental contributions; 7 percent
received between $900 and $1,799; and the remaining 12 percent received
$1,800 or more. Among financially dependent students, the average parental
contribution was §1,044. For self-supporting students, 1t was $230.

Parents of State University Undergraduates: Among full-time State Univer-
sity students, 38.4 percent received no parental contribution to help with
their education. Even assuming that this group 1included all of the State
University's self-supporting full-time students, this still means that at
least one out of every eight of i1ts financially dependent students received
no direct financial aid from their parents At the same time, one 1n every
four received up to $900 from their parents, one in ten received between
$900 and $1,799, and another one in four received $1,800 or more. For

DISPLAY 25 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Parental Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83
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dependent students, the average parental contribution was 51,854; for inde-
pendent students, it was $174,

Parents of University of Califormia Undergraduates: At the University of
California, 22.7 percent of all full-time undergraduates received no parental
contribution, but this was true of only 9.0 percent of financially dependent
students -- 8.7 percent of whom came from families earning under $12,000.
In other words, 1t appears that almost all of the University's full-time
undergraduates who depend on their parents for financial support received
some parental assistance, 1f their famil:ies were able to contribute anything.
Indeed, 16.0 percent received up to $900 from their parents; 12.1 percent
received from %900 to $1,799; and 49.2 percent received $1,800 or more.
Among dependent students, the average parental contribution was $2,954; for
self-supporting students, 1t was $229.

Parents of Independent College and University Undergraduates: All but 20
percent of full-time undergraduates at independent institutions received
some financial assistance from their parents, and only 6 percent of those
who did not were financially dependent. As in the University of California,
the high costs of attending these institutions along with their large pro-
portion of students from mirddle- and high-income families are evident from
the parental contributions: Only 15.4 percent received less than $900, and
only 6.7 percent received between 3900 and 51,799, but 58.0 percent received
$1,800 or more. In fact, the average parental contribution to dependent
students was $4,627, compared to 5299 for self-supporting students.

Parental Support of Part-Time Students

Parents of Community College Students: As shown in Display 26, 72.9 percent
of students taking six to 11 units per term in the Community Colleges received
no financial help from their parents, although only half were
considered self supporting. To be sure, 16.5 percent of the dependeat
students came from families earning less than $12,000, and many of these
families could not be expected to contribute much toward their children's
education. Among the 27.0 percent who did receive some parental aid, two-
thirds received less than $900 and only 4.4 percent received $1,800 or more.
The average contribution for dependent students was $564 and for self-
supporting students, less than $100.

Among part-time Community College students taking fewer than six units, the
average parental contribution was $299; 88.7 percent received no direct
financial support from their parents, and nearly all who did received under
5900.

Parents of State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 48.0
percent of part-time undergraduates were financially dependent yet 72.6
percent received no parental aid. Fourteen and one-half percent received
less than $900; 4.4 percent received between $900 and $1,799; and only 10.6
percent received $1,800 or more. In each instance, these percentages are
less than half of those for comparable full-time undergraduates, and differ-
ences in the percentage of dependent students and in family income account
for only part of the disparity. More appears to stem from these part-time
students’ own employment and income. Nonetheless, the average parental
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contribution for part-time dependent students was $1,119, compared to 51,854
for their full-time counterparts. For part-time self-supporting students,
1t was less than $100

Parents of University of Californiaz Undergraduates: As with full-time
undergraduates at the University, most part-time undergraduates received
some financial assistance from their parents, and only 6.4 percent among the
30.8 percent who received no parental contributions were financially dependent.
Moreover, the level of parental support for part time students was also
similar to that among full-time undergraduates, with 40.8 percent receiving
more than 51,800, compared to 49.2 percent of the full-time students.
Indeed, the average parental contribution for dependent part-time undergrad-
uates was 52,650, compared to §2,954 for their full time counterparts. For
self-supporting part-time students, 1t was $218.

Parents of Independent College and Unaiversity Undergraduates. Nearly 76
percent of part-time students at independent institutions received no parental
aid, but 67 percent were self supporting. Thus, approximately 90 percent of
dependent students actually received some aid from their parents, and a
majority of the rest came from families with very low 1ncomes The vast
majority who reported parental contributions received $1,800 or more. The
average parental contribution for financially dependent part-time students
was $3,930, or about $900 less than for their full-time counterparts. Among
self-supporting part-time students, the average parental contribution was
5299.

DISPLAY 26 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Parepntal Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83
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STUDENT SELF HELP

The College Scholarship Service, the California Student Aid Commissica, and
pearly all financial aid officers expect students as well as their parents
to contribute toward meeting the costs of their education. Often referred
to as "student self help," this contribution cam take a variety of forms,
including savings from summer employment, earnings from academic-year eaploy-
ment, or obligations to repay loans. Student contributions from saviags and
earnings are ipmediate or direct forms of self help, while loans can be
considered an 1ndirect form by their deferred repayment obligation. Direct
self help 1s examined in the following paragraphs of this section, while
loans are discussed at the end of thas chapter.

Students' patterns of employment, their earnings, and their financial contri-
butions to their education all vary considerably with their dependeacy
status and credit load. Among financially dependent students, summer work
and term-time employment usually serve to supplement parental contributions,
but among 1ndependent students who normally receive little parental aid,
their employment and that of their spcouse 1s usually the chief means of
paying both their educational and laving expeuses. In addition, for both
dependent and independent students, the demands of a full-time academic
schedule limit the number of hours they can be expected to devote to employ-
ment during academic terms.

Employment of Full-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 27, over three-fourths of

full-time Community College students worked during the 1982-83 academic year
at either on- or off-campus jobs. One~third worked for fewer than 20 hours

per week, one-fourth worked from 20 to 29 hours each week, and one-twelfth

worked full time.

DISPLAY 27 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Hours Worked Per Week Category by Segment, 1982-83
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State University Undergraduates: Two-thirds of full-time State University

undergraduates held jobs during the school year. As at the Community Colleges,
one-third worked fewer than 20 hours each week, and just under one-fourth

worked 20 to 29 hours, but less than 4 percent worked full time.

University of California Undergraduates: Among full-time undergraduates at

the UnlverSLty, somewhat fewer worked during the academic year than in the

Community Colleges or the State Umiversity: 57 percent, compared to 75 and

67 percent, respectively. Over 40 percent worked fewer than 20 hours per

week; 11 percent worked 20 to 29 hours; and lese than 2 percent were employed
full time.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: Full-time students at
1ndependent institutions engaged in s somewhat different pattern of term-time
employment than their public college and university counterparts: Over 70
percent were employed during the school year, with nearly half working fewer
than 20 hours each week. While the percentage working more than 30 hours
per week was low, this high percentage worklng under 20 hours per week was
probably related to the high proportion of students recerving financial aid
(1ncluding work study) and the self-help expectations that independent
institutions place on these students.

|
i
Full-Time Student and Spouse Income !

Community College Students: As Display 28 shows, 47 percent of the full-time
dependent students in the Community Colleges earned less than $3,000 per
year; an additional 26 percent earned between $3,000 and §5,999; 19 percent
earned from $6,000 to $11,999, and 8 percent earred over $12,000.

|
Among independent or self-supporting students, the income pattern i1s quite
different: Even counting any spouse 1income, less than 17 percent earned
under §3,000; 15 percent, from $3,000 to $5,999; 25 percent, between $6,000
and $11,999; 20 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999; and almost 22 percent,
$24,000 or more.

State University Undergraduates: The income distribution of full-time
dependent undergraduates at the State University 1s similar to that of their
Community College counterparts in that the earnings of the vast majority
were at the lower end of the income spectrum. Nesarly half of them had
incomes of under $3,000; over 72 percent, less than $6,000; and almost 92
percent, less than $12,000. Among self-supporting students in the State
University, 20 percent earned less than $3,000; another 20 percent, between
$3,000 and $5,999; 23 percent, between $6,000 and $11,999; 19 percent,
between $12,000 and $23,999; and 17 percent, $24,000 or more,

University of California Undergraduates: The income distribution of full-
time University undergraduates was qu;te'unllke that of Community College or
State University students -- and generally lower. Among Ffinancially depen~
dent students, 61 percent earned under §3, 000; 25 percent, between §$3,000




Full-Time Student Contributions

As noted earlier, most students are expected to contribute from their own

earnings and savings toward meeting the costs of college -- by financial aid
officers 1in the case of aid recipients, by most parents in the case of their
dependent children, and by institutions and State policy makers in the case

of financially independent students.

Community College Students: As Display 29 shows, the financial contributions
toward their education of full-time Community College students ranged in
1982 from zero to over §1,800. Only 14 percent contributed nothing; 47 percent,
less than $900; and 27 percent, $1,800 or more. The average contribution of
financially dependent students was $1,192, or approximately 25 percent of
their average income., That of independent students was $2,637, or 18 percent
of their income. Major reasons for the lower percentage contribution among
independent students than among dependent students included their greater
average earnings and the fact that actual assessments of their contribution
rate are made against discretionary or net income after subtracting taxes
and family maintenance allowances, rather than against total income, whereas
for dependent students these allowances are made in determining their parents’

expected contributioas. ;

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 1l percent of the
full-time undergraduates made no finencial contribution toward their educa-

DISPLAY 29 Percent of Full-Time Students in Fach
Student Contribution Category by Segment, 1982-83
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tion, while not quite 40 percent contributed less than $900, and more than

33 percent contributed $1,800 or more. The average contribution of finan~-

cially dependent students was $1,582, or 34 percent of their average income;
among independent students it was 32,885, or 23 percent. The average contri-
bution of dependent students was $390 higher than that of their Community

College counterparts, although their average income was §$129 less -- $4,584

compared to $4,713. Among self-supporting students, their coantribution was
4248 higher, while their income was $12,409 compared to 514,363,

University of California Undergradustes: In the University, 12 percent of
the full-time undergraduates made no contribution to paying for their educa-
tion, but 36 percent contributed up to $900; 19 percent, between 51,200 and
$1,799; and snother 33 percent, $1,800 or more. The average contribution of
dependent students was $1,649, or nearly 53 percent of their average earnings,
while that of independent students was $2,908, or more than 37 percent. In
short, average contributions of University undergraduates to fimancing their
attendance were higher than those of students in the other two public segments
at the same time that their average income was considerably lower. The
result 1s that their contribution represents a substantially greater percent-
age of their earnings than those of Community College and State University
gtudents.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: At indepeandent institu-
tions, levels of contribution among full-time students are much the same as
at the University of Califormia, with little difference between them in the
percentage of students contributing at various levels. The average contri-
bution of their dependent students was §1,732, or 54 percent of their income;
while that of independent students was 53,695, or 32 percent.

Employment of Part-Time Students

Community College Students: Term-time employment 18 quite common among
part-time students in the Community Colleges, as Display 30 shows, and, as
might be expected, more common than among full-time students. Among part-time
students enrolled for six to 11 units as well as among those taking fewer
than six units, 84 percent worked during the school year, compared to only
75 percent of the full-time students. Less than 18 perceet of the six- to
1}-unit students and 12 percent of the extreme part-time students worked
under 20 hours per week, compared to one-third of all full-time students.
At the opposite extreme, almost 40 percent of the six~ to ll-unit students
and 53 percent of the extreme part-time group worked full time, in contrast
to only B percent of the full-time students.

State University Undergraduates: The same pattern of employment character-
tzed part-time students in the State University. Eighty-eight percent of
its part-time students held term~time jobs, nearly three-fourths of them
worked 20 hours or more per week; and 40 percent were employed full taime.

University of California Undergraduates: The employment pattern of part
time Un1ver31ty undergraduates differed from that of the other two public
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segments, 1n that only 71 percent of these students were employed during the
academic year. Twenty-six percent worked less than 20 hours per week; 31
percent worked between 20 and 39 hours; snd only 14 percent worked full
time -~ a percentage considerably lower than comparable ones in the Community
Colleges, State University, or independent institutions.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: About three-fourths of
all part-time students at independent institutions were employed duraing the
school year. Approximately one in ten worked fewer than 20 hours per week,
but nearly two-thirds worked more hours than this, and one~third were em-

ploved full time.

DISPLAY 30 Percent of Part-Time Students In Each
Hours Worked per Week Category by Segment, 1982-83
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Part-Time Student and Spouse Income

Community College Students: The 1imcome of part-time Community College
students varied between those taking six units or more or fewer than six.
As shown in Display 31, nearly 31 percent of financially dependent students
1n the former group had i1ncomes of less than $3,000, while only 22 percent
of extreme part-time studente did so. Seventy percent of the first group
earned less than $12,000, while only 52 percent of the latter group did so.
Fifteen percent of the first group earned from $12,000 to $23,999, and 11
percent earned $24,000 or more, compared to 25 percent and 22 percent, re-
spectively, in the latter extreme part-time group.
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Among 1ndependent students, the 1ncomes were generally higher than among
dependent students, particularly among those enrolled for fewer than six
units. Among those taking from six to 11 units, 24 percent earned under
$12,000 per year; 30 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999; and the remaining
46 percent, $24,000 or more. But smong extreme part-time students, only 16
percent earned less than $12,000; 26 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999;
and the remaining 58 percent, $24,000 or more, with 70 percent of these

earning 532,000 or above.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 20 percent of
financially dependent part-time undergraduates earned less than $3,000; 46
percent, between $3,000 and $11,999; 24 percent, between $12,000 and $23,999;
and 10 percent, 524,000 or more. Among independent students, however, the
percentages at low income levels were considerably smaller: Only 3 percent
made under $§3,000; 19 percent, between 53,000 and $11,999; 31 percent,
between $12,000 and $23,999; and 47 percent, 524,000 or more.

DISPLAY 31 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Student and/or Spouse Income Category by Segment
and Federal Dependency Status, 1982-83

Under $ 3,000- $12,000- $24,000
$3,000 $11,999 $23,999 And Above

Community Colleges

Dependent 30.7% 43 4%, 15.3% 10.6%
Independent 4.8 18.8 30.3 46.1
Total 17.9 31.2 22.7 28.1

State University

Dependent 23.5 44.6 22.9 9.1
Independent 27 19.5 30.4 47.3
Total 1z2.7 31.5 26.9 29.0
University of California

Dependent 51.4 33 3 12.9 2.4
Independent 3.6 35.1 31.5 29.8
Total 39 ¢ 33.7 17.4 9.1
Independent Institutions

Dependent 44.0 39.5 13 5 3.1
Independent 0.6 38.1 19.1 42.1
Total 14.8 38.5 17.3 29.3

Souzce Californis Postsecondary Educetion Commiesion Weights,
Student Expenses and Resources Survey
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University of California Undergraduates: Over half of the University's
financlially dependent part-time students were paid under $3,000 per year;
one-fourth, between $3,000 and §5,999; one-tenth, between $6,000 and 511,999;
one-eighth, between $12,000 and $23,999; and only 2 percent, $24,000 or
more. Among self-supporting students, only 4 percent earned under $3,000;
35 percent, between $3,000 and $11,999; 32 percent, between $12,000 and
$23,999; and almost 30 percent, $24,000 or more.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: The income pattern of
part-time undergraduates at 1independent ainstitutions resembled that at the
University of California for dependent students but not for the financially
independent. Among dependent students, 44 percent earned less than $3,000;
and 39 percent, between $3,000 and $11,999. Fourteen percent received
between 512,000 and $23,999; while only 3 percent got $24,000 or more.
Among 1ndependent students, their income distribution reflected their older
average age. Less than 1 percent earned under $3,000, and only 38 percent,
between 53,000 and 511,999, Nineteen pércent received between $12,000 and
$23,999; and 42 percent had total incomes of $24,000 or more, with nearly 75
percent of this latter group earning $32,000 or above.

Part-Time Student Contributions |

The standard assumption of financial aid need analyses is that part-time
students are able to work more hours during the school year than full-time
students, receive more income, and thus pay more of the cost of their educa-
tion. Evidence i1n the SEARS data confirms the soundness of this assumption:
Part-time students in ell segments are more commonly employed than their
full-time counterperts, and their income is typically higher. However, data
on students' contributions to paying for their education suggest that part-
time students are not always called on to make larger contributions 1n
ei1ther absolute or relative terms than are full~time students.

Community College Students: As shown in Display 32, more than 80 percent of
all part-time Community College students contributed toward meeting the cost
of their education, although well over half indicated that their contribution
was under 5900. Indeed, the average contribution of financially dependent
students taking from six to 11 units was $1,048 -- nearly the same as that
of their full-time student counterparts, but this amount represented only 9
percent of their average income, compared to 25 percent for full-time students.
Among dependent students enrolled for fewer than six units, the average
contribution was $842 -- representing 6 percent of their average income.

Self-supporting students taking six to 11 units contributed an average of
$1,829, or 8 percent of their income, while those enrolled for fewer than
81X units contributed $1,179, or only 4 percent.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, 93 percent of all
part-time undergraduates made some contribution to paying for their atten-




GRANT ASSISTANCE

So far, this report has examined the full costs of attending college and the
role of parental and student contributions in helping to meet all or part of
these costs. Financial aid in the form of grants, loans, or work study
assistance helped to reduce or eliminate any gep between students' available
resources and the full cost of attendance.

Of the three major forms of financial assistance just mentioned, grant aid
seems to be the most effective in lowering educational costs end thereby
facilitates attendance among those students who would otherwise be unable to
enroll particularly in high cost institutions =-- those from low-income
families (see for example, the research on differential price responsiveness
of Carlson, 1974 and Jackson, 1978).

The major sources of grant aid available to California undergraduates in-
clude Pell Grants from the federal government, Cal Grante from the California
Student Aid Commission, and a variety of State-funded and institutional
grant programe in individual segments and instaitutions. Although the next
report 1n this series will analyze the impact of grant aid in detail, the
following paragraphs explain differences among these sources of grant support
and describe the extent of assistance they offer to students of different
types 1n each of the four segments.

Overall, in 1982-~-82, the federal Pell Grant program provided $47.1 million
in grant funds for Community College students, 534.4 million for State
University undergraduates, $19.8 million for University undergraduates, and
$23.5 million for undergraduates at independent institutions. These grants
were provided ta all undergraduates who applied for them and who met the
federal government's eligibility criteria for participation in the program.

Cal Grant A awards were gvailable for a limited number of high ability yet
financially needy Califormia undergraduates. They provided $2.7 million to
help State University undergraduates defray part of their required fees,
$11.5 million to University of California undergraduates for the same purpose,
and $45 3 million in grants up to $3,400 each to help needy undergraduates
at independent institutions cover a portion of their educational casts.

Cal Grant B awards were targeted toward low-income disadvantaged students in
all segments to help them meet up to $1,100 in non-instructional costs and,
after the first year, up to $3,200 in tuition or required fees. Community
College students received $8.3 million of these funda; State University
undergraduates, $7.5 million; and University of California and independent
institution undergraduates, $5.5 millior each,

Among other State, federal, and imstitution-funded grant programs, Community
College students received $8.3 million in State Educational Opportunity
Grant (EOP/S) funda, $9.8 million in federal Supplemental Educational Oppor-
tun:ty Grant (SEOG) funds, and $1.9 @million in other grants. State Univer-
sity undergraduates received §7.1 million in State EQP/S grant funds, $7.2
million i1n federal SEOQG funds, $9.6 million from institutional amnd other
grant sources, and $1.4 million i1n fee waivers. Unaiversity of Califormia
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students (including some graduate students) received $5.4 million i1n SEOG
funde, $31.6 mirllion in institutional and other grant funds -- $27.3 mllion
of which was provided by other students through their payment of student
fees, and $6.0 million 1n fee waivers. Students at independent institutiocns
(again, including some graduate students) received $6.9 million in SEOG
grant funds and $82.5 million in i1nstitutional grant funds.

@Grant Assistance for Full-Time Students

In 1982-83, both the total amount of grants received by undergradustes and
the percentage of undergraduates receiving grants varied widely by segment,
student dependency status, and credit load, as the following paragraphs and
Display 33 1llustrate.

Community College Students: In the Community Colleges, over 112,000 students --
68,000 of them full time and 44,000 part time -- received some sort of grant
assistance. Despite these large numbers, they accounted for only 22 percent
of the full~time students and less than 5 percent of the part-time students

in these colleges. Moreover, among all full-time students, 8 percent received
less than $500 in grant aid, and only 9 percent received $1,000 or more.

DISPLAY 33 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Grant Amcunt Category by Segment, 1982-83
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Full-time students 1n various financial circumstances received grant aid in
predictably yet importantly different proportions. Among financially depen-
dent students from families earning under $12,000, 52 percent received such
aid, with their average grant amounting to $1,420. Similarly, among self-
supporting students earning under $12,000, 55 percent received grants, with
the average totaling $1,275. On the other hand, only 12 percent of dependent
students from families with incomes of §24,000 to $37,999 received grants,
as did only 4 percent of independent students with incomes of $24,000 or
more.

State University Undergraduates: In the State University, nearly one-third
of all full-time undergraduates received grant aid. Eight percent received
under $500, but 16 percent received $1,000 or more. Seventy-three percent

of dependent students from families esrning under $12,000 obtained granta

which averaged $1,729. Two-thirds of independent students who earned below
$12,000 got grants averaging $1,601. In contrast, only 25 percent of depen-
dent students from families with incomes of $24,000 to $37,999 were awarded

grants, as were only 8 percent of self-supporting students who earned $24,000
or more.

University of California Undergraduates: Full-time undergraduates at the
University of California were more likely than their counterparts in the
other two public segments to get grant assistance. Forty-one percent received
such aid with 6 percent receiving less than §500; 8 percent, between $500
and $999; 11 percent, from $1,000 to $1,999; and 16 percent, $2,000 or more.
The average grant was $2,822 for the 84 percent of financially dependent
students from families with incomes under $12,000 who received grants.
Seventy-two percent of dependent students from families with incomes of
$12,000 to 523,999 obtained grants, as did 45 percent of those with family
1ncomes of $24,000 to $35,999; 25 percent with incomes of $36,000 to $47,999,
and 18 percent with incomes of $48,000 to $59,999. Among self-supporting
students with incomes below $12,000, 78 percent got grants averaging $2,365,
but only 3 percent with incomes of $24,000 or more received any.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: The high cost of attend-
ance at independent 1nstitutions is reflected clearly in the large percent-
age of their undergraduates -- 65 percent -- who got grant assistance. Only
9 percent received under $1,000 in such aid and only 10 percent gained
between $1,000 and 51,999 in these funds, while 46 percent received $2,000
or more.

An exceptionally high percentage of seemingly more affluent students at
independent institutions demonstrate financial need. For example, while 1t
18 not surprising that 92 percent of dependent students from families with
incomes under $12,000 received grants, which averaged $4,326, over half from
families with 1ncomes between §48,000 and $59,999 also obtained such aid,
(which amounted to $3,077). Awmong self-supporting students with incomes
under $12,000, 87 perceat received grants that averaged $4,416. Among those
with incomes of $24,000 or more, 36 percent were awarded grants.



Grant Assistance for Part-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 34, 7 percent of part-time
Community College students received grants 1o 1982-83, most of them for
amounts under $500. Students enrclled for fewer than six units are generally
1ineligible for financial aid grants, although a few taking fewer than six
pnits 1n the spring term may have taken enough units in the fall to qualify
for a grant. Among financially dependent students, only 14 percent from
families earning under $12,000 obtained grants compared to 52 percent of
their full-time counterparts. Moreover, among those low-income part-time
students, their grants averaged $594, compared to $1,343 for full-time
students. Twenty percent of self-supporting part-time students earning
under $12,000 obtained grants but no appreciable percentage of studeats from
any other income group.

State University Undergraduates: Only 10 percent of the part-time State
University undergraduates received grant aid. Five percent received aid of

DISPLAY 34 Percent of Part~Time Students in Each
Grant Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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under $500; 2 percent, between $500 and $999; and 3 percent, $1,000 or more.
Among dependent students from families with incomes of less thsn $12,000, 18
percent received grant aid compared to 73 percent of full-time students
from such families. Their average grant, moreover, was $1,168, compared to
$1,729 for full-time students. Among self-supporting students with similarly
low incomes, 74 percent received grants averaging $890 compared to 67 percent
of full-time students whose grants averaged §1,601.

University of California Undergraduates: Part-time undergraduates at the
University of California are more likely than their counterparts in the
other public segments to receive grant aid, yet only 22 percent of these
students received grants, with 5 percent receiving less than $500; 27 percent,
between $500 and $999; 6 percent, $1,000 to $1,999; and 8 percent receiving
$2,000 or more.

Sixty-two percent of all dependent students from families with income under
$12,000 received grants, which averaged $2,204. Among self-supporting
part-time students earning below $1,200, 43 percent received grants, but the
percentage dropped slightly among those in higher-income categories.

Independent College Undergraduates: The high cost of attendance at independent
institutions is reflected in the 38 percent of their part-time students who
received grant aid. Fifteea percent received under $1,000; 4.1 percent,
from $1,000 to $1,999; and 19 percent, at least $2,000.

As with full-time dependent students at independent institutions, the percent
of part-time dependent students receiving grant aid was quite high. For
example, 75 percent from families with 1ncomes under $12,000 received grants,
as did 61 percent of those with incomes between $12,000 and $23,99%. Further-
more, 51 percent of the self-supporting students with incomes under $12,000
obtained grants, as did 40 percent of those with higher incomes.

LOAN AID

Loans constitute the other major source of financial aid for Califormia's
undergraduates. Until 1978, the primary source of loan aid was the National
Direct Student Loan (NDSL) program of the federal government, but liberali-
zation of the eligibility provisions for the Guarsnteed Student Loan (GSL)
program, plus additional federal incentives for private lenders to partici-
pate more fully, has led to a staggering increase since then in student
loans. For instance, in 1982-83, California Community College students
borrowed more than $72.5 million 1in Guaranteed Student Loans; that same
year, State University undergraduate and graduate students obligated them-
selves for $107.3 million; University of California students borrowed 584.2
million; and independent institution undergraduate, graduate, and profes-
sional students borrowed $153.2 million -- altogether, the students in these
four segmenta borrowed a total of $417.2 million. Furthermore, students at
these institutions borrowed an additional $43 million in NDSL funds.
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Loans for Full-Time Students

Community College Students: As shown in Display 35, 29 percent of all

full-time students in the Community Colleges took out loans during 1982-83,
Twelve percent borrowed under $500, but 11 perceant borrowed $2,000 or more.
A smaller percentage of financially dependent low-income students took out
loans than received grants (31 percent, compared to 52 percent), but the

proportion from families with incomes above that level who took out loans
was conslstently higher than the proportion receiving grant aid. Overall,
the average loan taken out by financially dependent students was $1,376,

while among self-supporting students 1t was $1,684.

State Unaiversity Undergraduates: Overall, 39 percent of the State Univer-
si1ty's full-time undergraduates signed up for loans: 10 percent for loans
under $500, but 18 percent for $2,000 or more. Over half of the financially
dependent low-income students took out loans, but this was again a smaller
percentage than received grants. As 1n the Community Colleges, the situa-
tion was reversed for students from families with incomea above $12,000.
For example, among those families earning between $24,000 and $35,999, 34
percent had loans, compared to 25 percent with grants. Among self-support-
ing students, 57 percent had loans, which averaged §$2,096, compared to
$1,558 for the financially dependent students

DISPLAY 35 Percent of Full-Time Students in Each
Loan Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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University of California Undergraduates: Forty-three perceat of full-time
undergraduates at the University borrowed money to help pay their costs.
Only 7 percent obtained loans of under $500, 15 percent had loans of between
$500 and $1,999, and 20 percent borrowed $2,000 or more. In general, among
financially dependent students, a smaller percentage from families with
incomes under $24,000 depended on loans than depended on grants, aithough
many required both types of aid. On the other hand, among those from fami-
lies with incomes of $24,000 to $47,999, a larger percentage had loans than
grants. The average loan among dependent students was $1,821, compared to
$2,346 among self-supporting students.

Independent College and University Undergraduates: As with grants, the high
cost of attendance at independent institutions was reflected clearly by
loans. Over 62 percent of the full-time undergraduates at these institutions
borrowed money to help pay their way, but few took out small loans. Eleven
percent borrowed between $1,000 and $1,999, and an additional 45 percent
borrowed $2,000 or more. Over 77 percent of financially dependent under-
graduates from families earning under $24,000 took out loans which averaged
approximately 52,500 -- the maximum allowed under the Guaranteed Student
Loan program. This percentage was lower tham the 92 percent with grants
among these students, but the size of both percentages among these low-income
students indicated that most needed both loan and grant aid to meet the cost
of attendance. More than two-thirds of all financially dependent students
took out loans, as did 80 percent of self-supporting students, with their
average loans over $2,500 and nearly $3,300, respectively.

Loans for Part-Time Students

Because of limitations on grant eligibility and on grant funds for part-time
students, loans are probably the single most important source of financial

assistance for students with insufficient family and personal resources to

meet the cost of attending college. The percentage of part-time students

ohtaining loane is generally lower than that of full-time students in the

same segment, but as noted earlier, the average income of part-time students
18 generally higher than that of full-time students. Display 36 shows the

distribution of loan amounts for part-time students by segment.

Community College Students: In the Community Colleges, only 19 percent of

the part-time students taking six to 11 units obtained educationsl loans,

and only 7.5 percent of those taking fewer than six units did so. Neverthe-
less, the number of these borrowers was considerable -- 69,000 and 39,000,

respectively, Over 38 percent of dependent part-time students from families
with incomes under $12,000 obtained locans, which averaged $536. Tharty-one
percent of students from families with incomes between $12,000 and $23,999

took out loans that averaged $950. In both groups, more than twice as maoy

students had lcans as had grants. Borrowing was also critical to one out of
every four self-supporting students with incomes under $12,000, whose average
loan was $1,753, 1n contrast to the average grant of $925 for omne in every

five of these students.
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State University Undergraduates. In the State Umiversity, approximately 19
percent of all part-time undergraduates took out loamns, compared to 10
percent with grants. The proportion borrowing was highest -- 31 perceat --
amoag part-time dependent students from families with incomes of under
$24,000, but between 13 and 19 percent of those from middle-1ncome families
also borrowed to help meet educational costs The average loan among the 18
percent of financially dependent studeats who borrowed was $1,183, compared
to 31,750 among the 17 percent of self-supporting student borrowers.

University of Californmia Undergraduates. Less than one-third of the Univer-
si1ty's part-time undergraduates took out loans -- a lower fraction than the
43 percent of full-time students who borrowed money to attend the University,
but considerably higher than the percentage of part-time student borrowers
1n the two other public segments. Fifty-eight percent of financ:ially depen-
dent students from families with incomes under $12,000 cbtained loans, as
had over 80 percent of those from families earning between §$12,000 and

$23,999. Among the 25 percent of dependent students who borrowed, the

average loan was $1,619. Over three-fourths of all self-supporting students
with incomes under 512,000 borrowed to help pay for their education, as did

DISPLAY 36 Percent of Part-Time Students in Each
Loan Amount Category by Segment, 1982-83
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nearly half of those with incomes of 512,000 to $23,999. For the first
group, the average loan was 51,838, while for the latter group -- who had to
depend almost entirely on loans 1f they needed financial aid -- it was
$2,500.

Independent College and University Underhraduates: Over 45 percent of all
part-time undergraduates at independent: 1institutions borrowed funds for
educational purposes. Nearly BO percent of these borrowers, moreover,
borrowed §$2,000 or more. Almost three-fourths of financially dependent
students from families with incomes under 512,000 obtained loans, and these
averaged $1,617. Among those from families with incomes of $12,000 to
$23,999, 61 percent took out loans, which averaged $2,411. From 40 to 50
percent of students from middle-income families also saigned up for loans, as
had 31 percent of those from families with incomes of $60,000 or more. For
these latter students, the absence of grant aid meant that borrowing was
their only source of financial z1d. Among dependent students, the average
loan was §$3,600, indicating that in addition to Guaranteed Student Loans,
these students or their families took out commercial loans at prevailing
market interest rates. !

Meore then 87 percent of the self-supporting part-time undergraduates at
independent 1nstitutions obtained loans, which averaged $3,025. Evea 54
percent of these students with incomes between $12,000 and $23,999 borrowed,
as did 12 percent with i1ncomes of $24,000 or more.
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the Community Colleges and the State University in 1982, and the primary
burden of paying this difference in order to attend the State Unmiversity
fell on the students themselves. The average contributions of parents 1n
these two segments were essentially the same, but the average student contri-
bution of State University students was $522 higher. Although this consti-
tuted the only direct and immediste net price difference for these students
between attending a State Unaversity campus ipnstead of a Community College,
the remainder of the difference was made up by an average $402 increase in
their loan indebtedness plus $567 more in grant aid.

State University - University of Califormia Differemces: A §1,780 difference
existed between the average expenses of low-income undergraduates at the
State University and the University of California in 1982, but a different
pattern of payment prevailed here. Unmiversity of California students'
average direct out-of-pocket costs were only $163 higher than that of State
University students, although their costs constituted a much larger percent-
age of their average income -- 53 percent, compared to 34 percent. Moreover,
their cost in terms of future loan obligations was only $144 more. In
contrast, the greater direct cost for these students to attend the Univerx-
sity fell on their parents, in the amount of §352. The remaining 1,114
difference in expenses was covered by student financial aid in the form of
grant assistance.

University of California - Independent Institution Differences: The average
expenses for low-income full-time undergraduates attending independent
institutions were an imposing $3,050 higher than for their counterparts
attending the University of California and more than $4,800 higher than for
State University undergraduates. The direct out-of-pocket cost of these
students, however, was actually $130 less than among University of California
undergraduates, but their parents' contribution of §1,638 was 5620 more.
This higher parental contribution 1s one of the clearest measures of the
financial sacrifices these low-income parents made. Indeed, it represented
over 25 percent of their averagé income, compared to 15.6 percent of average
family income at the University, 10.2 percent at the State University, and
10.7 percent at the Community Colleges.

Nevertheless, the $3,050 difference wasz reduced to a direct out-of-pocket
difference of $490 for students and their pavents through financial aad.
Mcre than half of the difference -- $1,589 -- was made up through grant
aid -- the grants at independent instaitutions for these students averaging
$3,974; at the University, $2,385 The rest came from long-term loan obliga-
tions. Low-income undergraduates at independent 1astitutions borrowed an
average of $1,963, compared to $990 at the University and $846 at the State
University. Their greater loan obligations did not represent immediate
out-of-pocket costs but they did mean that in the long run when these students
graduated they would owe between $8,000 and $10,000 upon receiving theair
diploma or approximately twice that of their public university counterparts.



University of Calaiformia - Independent Institution Differences: Average
expenditures of middle-income students at California's independent colleges
and universities were $4,165 more than at the University of Californaa.
This difference in cost between the two segments was $1,100 more than for
low-1ncome students, due in large part to the tendency of middle-income
undergraduates to attend more expensive independent institutions on average
than low-income students. The higher cost of attending an independent
institution than the University of California was not made up by students
directly, since the average contribution of students was virtually identical
in the two segments. As with low-income families, the differemce in direct
out-of- pocket costs was borne by parents, who contributed 53,316, compared
to $2,546 at the University. Since their average income was nearly identical
to that of University families, their contribution consumed 11 percent of
their income, compared to B.4 percent of University family income.

While the high costs of independent inetitutions compared to the University
of California clearly imposed greater burdens on middle-iacome parents,
substantially greater grant aid at these anstitutions helped narrow the
price gap coansiderably. Their students received an average of $2,982 in
grant assistance, or $2,360 more than similar studeants at the University.
In all, this increased grant aid covered more than half of the overall cost
difference between the two segments, while increased indebtedness made up an
additional $1,051 of the overall gap. This indebtedness presented some of
the same long-term problems for students from middle-income families that it
did for those from low-income families, yet the combined effects of increased
loan and grant aid reduced the cost difference between independent institu-
tions and the University to $870 for the5ﬁ middie-income students.

MEETING THE COSTS QF FINANCIALLY DEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS FROM HIGH-INCOME FAMILIES

Among full-time dependent undergraduates from families with incomes of
$60,000 or more, over three-fourthes of the cost of attending more expensive
institutions was borne by students and their families themselves, with
finapcial aid covering only some of the added cost.

Community College - State Univers:ity Differences: Display 39 shows that the
average expenses of full-time undergraduates from high-income families was
$1,865 more at the State University than at the Community Colleges. The
difference between the two segments 1p average grants for these students was
negligible, and the difference 1n loans which played only a small part in
meeting these students’ costs of attendance 1n either segment was scarcely
$100. Instead, $453 of the added cost of attending a State University
camputs was paid for directly by the students themselves, and the remaining
$1,266 was contributed by their parents.

State University - University of California Differences: In a similar
fashion, less than $200 of the $1,478 higher cost for students from high-
tncome families to attend the University of California instead of the State
University was made up by increased loan or grant aid. University students
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MEETING THE COSTS OF FINANCIALLY INDEPENDENT
FULL-TIME STUDENTS WITH INCOMES UNDER $12,000

Among self-supporting full-time students in 1982, those earning less than
$12,000 comprised the largest group, accounting for nearly 60 percent of the
total in the Community Colleges, 63 percent in the State University, 82
percent in the University, and nearly 70 percent in the independent institu-
tions. For this reason and because their financial needs are generally
greater than those of self-supporting studentas with higher incomes, their
college-going costs warrant particular attention.

Community College - State University Differences: Independent full-time
undergraduates with incomes under $12,000 spent 351,057 more at the State
University than at the Commun:ity Colleges, as Display 40 shows. Approximately
cne-fourth of this difference was made up by a $250 higher contribution from
State Unaversity students themselves. Parental contributions were minimal
and their difference between the two segments was just $62. The major
difference in the financial burden faced by State University students was
their 35498 higher indebtedness. The remaining cost gap was closed by $371
1n additional grant assigtance.

State University - University of Californmia Differences: The average cost
difference between the State University and University of California for

full-time self-supporting undergraduates was $1,267. None of this difference
resulted 1n greater direct out-of-pocket expenditures by University students,

DISPLAY 40 Average Amount of Financial Support for
Full-Time Federally-Independent Students in Each

Segment with Incomes Under $12,000 by Source of

Support, 1982-83 T

Community State University of Independent
Source Colleges University California Institutions
Loan S 949 $1,447 $1,990 $2,898
Grant 700 1,071 1,857 3,824
Parent 269 207 244 314
Student 2,358 2,608 2,509 3,234
Total 4,276 5,333 6,600 10,270

Source California Postsecondary Education Commission Weights,
Studeat Expenses and Resources Burvey
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however. Indeed, the average contribution of University students averaged
$100 less than that of State University studeats. Since parental comtribu-
tiops were minimal and varied by $37, the entire difference was made up by
additional financial aid for University students, who received $786 more in
grant assistance and borrowed §543 more than their State University counter-
parts. While these loans clearly constituted a greater long-term financial
obligation that could grow to over $2,000 in additional indebtedness by
graduation, they did not impose any greater immediate financial burden on
University students.

University of Californmia - Independent Institution Differences: Low-income
self-supporting undergraduates at independent institutions had $3,670 more
expenses than their University of Califormia counterparts. They paid $725
of this difference directly, while the rest was made up by greater grant and
loan aid -~ an average of $1,967 more i1n grants and $908 more in loan obli-
gations. Like financially dependent students from low- and middle-income
families, they thus faced the likelihood of thousands of dollars of indebted-
ness by the time they graduated.

BEYOND COST ISSUES TO GENERAL ISSUES OF STUDENT FINANCE

So far, this report has examined the firancial circumstances of California
undergraduates, the costs involved in their college attendance, and the
different ways that they and their families are meeting those costs. Several
issues remain, however, that could not be resolved by existing data or that
fell beyond the immediate focus of this report. Some of these 1ssues concern
student financial aid policy and practice that will be examined in the next
Commission report in this series, scheduled for completion later this spring;
but they are sufficiently important to be noted here, even though they will
be discussed at greater depth later.

Differences in Definition of Student Dependency

First, the SEARS data used as a basis for this present report suggest that

differences 1n State and federal definitions of student dependency affect as
many as 5 to 10 percent of California's undergradustes. These students are

treated as financially dependent by the State and its financial aid programs
because they have received support from their families within the past two

or three years, but they would be treated as independent or self supporting

by the federal government because they received no such aid during the past

year and a half.

All of the ramifications of this definiticnal difference are not clear at

this time and deserve a fuller investigation. For example, the SEARS data

seem to indicate that some students may 1n fact be on their own financially

even though they are considered financially dependent. They are assumed to

have certain parental resources available to them when applying for State

aid -- thereby affecting their ability to demonstrate need and the amount of
aid, 1f any, they receive.
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Furthermore, other students who are adjudged to be independent by federsl

criteria appear to come from families that could well afford to help pay the
cost of their edncation ~-- and who are eligible for federal aid that would

be denied them if they were treated as dependent students. This definition

of dependency has sparked lively debate at the national level because of the
substantial increase 1n the percentage of Pell Grant recipients each year

whoe are classified es financially independent, but the actual character and

dimensions of the problem created for students and the State by differences

in this definition require further study.

Expected Parental Contributions

A second issue raised by the SEARS data but not yet resolved is the question
of expected pareatal contributions for dependent and independent students.
One dimension of this issue involves the large percentage differences among
families at different income levels in the amount of parental income consumed
by parental contributions to paying college costs. These differences in
level of contribution do not appear in all ipstances to be progressive, in
that parental contributions sometimes consumed a higher percentage of the
average income of low-income families than they did for middle- and upper-
income families.

Furthermore, within each family 1income group consistent differences in
parental contribution rates appeared between families having children at
differently priced ainstitutions. At each income level, families whose
children attended more expensive institutions contributed a larger percent-
age of their ipncome toward educational costs than those whose children
enrolled in less costly institutions To determine the differences precisely,
however, would require analysis of detailed income and asset data on individual
families and calculation of expected contribution rates from actual net or
discretionary parental income instead of from average pareatal income.

Another dimension of the 1ssue of parental comtributions involves differences
between the expected parental contributions of families to their childrens’
education and the required student contribution of oclder married students
with similar 1ncomes. The required contribution of these older studemnts is
considerably higher than that of parents, and this fact raises guestions
that deserve further investigatioen and discussion.

Financial Aid Packaging

Information in the previous chapter on different sources of support aad
information 1n this chapter on the amounts of support from these sources for
students in different segments from families with the same 1ncome and for
students in the same segment whose families have different incomes raise
several questions about student financial aid policy snd packaging practices.
For example, 1n some 1nstances, students with seemingly similar financial
need meet this need i1n very different ways, with some financial aid packages
emphasizing grant assistance with only small loan or work-study components,



while others are comprised mainly of work-study and loan aid. The interval
response categories of the SEARS questionnaire make hazardous any attempt to
probe all of the reasons for such differences, but based on additiomnal
sources of information, such issues will be dealt with 1n later reports.

Student Debt

Related to this packaging issue is the whole question of student indebtedness.
When loan programs were introduced several decades ago, one major concern
was whether students would be willing to borrow to help finance their educa-
tion. In receant years, however, concern has mounted that students may be
too willing to borrow and that many are incurring debts that they will find
difficult to repay after graduation. The SEARS data do not provide many
answers to this concern, but the wide use of Guaranteed Student Loan aid,
particularly at high-cost institutions, points te the need to examine the
whole question of accummulated indebtedness among California undergraduates
and to determine what constitutes a manageable debt burden. Further research
into this 1ssue 1s also important at the graduate and professional school
level because of the particularly large role that loans play in financing
these advanced levels of education.

Access and Choilce

Finally, information in this report on the role of various souyrces of finan-
cial support in reducing the cost of attendance in different segments demon-
strates the tremendcus importance of financ:al aid 1n reducing these cost
differences, making higher education accessible to all undergraduates, and
asgsuring a choice of institutions for students with limited personal and
family funds. If the possibility of access to four-year institut:ions in
general and to haigh-cost uyniversities in particular is to be preserved for
all low-income and many middle-income undergraduates as well, adequate
financial aid resources are essential. Recent cutbacks in federal financial
aid programs and in elagibility for Pell Grants and Guaranteed Student
Loans, as well as the limited increases in State funding for its financial
aid programs in recent years, raise serious questions zbout the present and
future adequacy of financial aid. Further, the critical role of grant and
loan funds in helping undergraduates attend independent institutions makes
it essential to examine closely the factors that affect eligibility for aid
of all undergraduates and those that affect the distribution of the limited
number of State grants to needy undergradustes in the different segments.
Theae topics, too, will be a part of the Commission's subsequent report on
California financial aid.
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APPENDIX A

Student Expenses and Resources Survey

This Appendix provides on pp. 82-84 a copy of the SEARS question-
naire that was used for the 1982-83 study. In addition, lists of
participating institutions 1n each segment, their sample size,

number of responses, and response rates are provided on pages
85-88.
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CALIFORNIA STUDENT EXPENSES AND RESOURCES SURVEY

Doar Student,

In this ero of governmental cutbacks, occurate nformaohon about
collage studants 15 essevhal to the future of studemt finoncul ad
programs

You may have read stones in the public press thot describe the

| shudents in a way that doss not

ances of C

conform fo realiy as you see ft

This 1s an oppartumty for you to help the deasonmakors sen things as
they really are

Your school 1s conductng o study along with the Califorma Student
Md C w to eshmate the nt ot money that students need in
order to attend college n the state of Califorma

Your name has been randomly salected for partiop n s very
important study, and it it erheal that you respond to it ‘We do not need
to know your name, and indwidual responses will be kept conhdemhal
Wa do nead fo know how much you spand for educahconal purpases,
how you get the monay to pay far your educatonal expenses, as well as
same general informahon about yau, whether or not you are recamang

Plecse respond s soon o8 possible Detach the rasponse coding form
on Poge 3 ond use i to record your answer 1o each question It will take
you about 20 mimstes,

The boxas » tha reaponse coding form are numbered the same as the
Use the resp numbers fo record your answens, if you are
femcle, for example, ploce @ 1oro m box 1

(o]

If more thon one onswer o a question might apply, prck the one thal
you think would best describe you or your arcumstances. I you are not
wre of the enswer to o gueshon, please gr your best estmmate

hmanaol ad

The tollowng 19 questions wil beip us
shudient Eke you finanos ey sducoisom

d horw

1 Arsyou

0. Famale?
1 Mow?

L]

How old are you?

9 17 orunder 4 Nl

118 4 Bl

219 7 W0wd?

320 B 40wl

4 2t ¢ &2 or abova
1 How do you descnbe pouraif?

¢ Amaricon Indian or Aloskan Native

1 Aslan ar Pocrtic |xbander

2 Fillpino

71 Mack, Negra or Afro-Amencan
4. Chieana Hitpane Memcon-Amarncan or Sponkh-

Spealung Amancon
5 'White or Coucmian
&, Cuhar

4 Whot 1y your current merrhal sttus?

0 Never married

1 Marred

2 Sap d & o or widowed
Whal o your ahzenshup / reudency siahn?

0 A:rﬂwnurp-rmw-wmld-md-th. Unitad Shares
and o Cablomia

1 A afiten or pawrranens resldent of te Unired States
but not o Colifamia reudant for putposes of payr-
Iy Nuition

2 Mot o atzen or permanent resldent of tha United
Stotes

-

Dnd your parent o legal guordions clasm you o3 on i
come tax dependemnt

& in 19F? 8 In19917
0 Yo 0 Yo
1 Mo 1 Mo

7 V00T ? tn 19027
0 Ye 0 Yes
1 Hao 1 No

w‘honyou uraﬁnnh.d mail the detached response g form wn the
pe No o g9 15 NBORSIary
Thank you for your assistanca
Your resp 10 the foliowing 4 questions will help v in

Did you Fve tn your porsnts ar lepgal guarciioss” home for
maory than six weeks

10, In 19797 12 1987
0 Y 0. Y
1 Na 1 Ne

11 in 19807 13. tn 19927
[ 0 Ym
1 No 1 Mo

Dld you recwive $7.30 or mare from your parents or legal
o

14 In 19757 14 in 159017
0 ¥Ym O Yes
1 No 1 Ko

15 In 19807 17 InY9ER?
o Y Q. Yes
1 Mo 1 Ne

18 Hnmypuphundlpﬂﬁllnpmmhr

financlal wpport? Do not inchede yourss or your
parenis

9 MNons 3 Thres

1 One 4 Four or mome

2 Two
1? How mony people are depasdent on you {and your
poyss i you ore married) for finonclal swpport? Oo
nol include yourself (or your ipouss  married)
0 Noms
1 One
2 Two
3 Thres or mors

Your reg 1o the g 2 will help us
underctand your hwung ond nwupnﬂubn apnrs

20 mmmmmmw.%umm

21 Herer for away de you ve froe school during the
academic ysarT

0. 1 et ey compans 4. About 440 10 miles
b Under 1 rule 5 About 10140 15 milem
27 Abour1to3miles & About 13023 mies
3 About3to Smies 7 More thon 23 mile

1
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22, Dwwing whae part of the | 782-33 academic pear
{Sapiumbar o June) ware you of do you srhmd 1o b
serolled In potatandary sducohon?

0 Two samasian or the squivalent (v, i a pro-
pristary schod! shadent Mevan ar mors montha}

1 Three quariers or the squmoient

2 Luws thon two sumamsery, fhree quaren or e
squivalent (O of o praprisrary school student
o emonphey. or ley

23 What wa your audit foad {or dock hours, ff in pro-
priskary whool) during most of the 1978283 oondem
year?

Crad¥ Unkt Cowrsms o Clock Hour Coursss

0 1Sormoreunisper  30or more cock hours per
ot

form

1 1390 14 un par term 24 1o 27 chock lours par
ym

2 7o 1T unisperwnn 1810 23 dock our per
v

3. & 8 units per tym 1240 |7 dock hours par
Heren

4. Under & uaits per erm  Under 12 dock hours per
herm

3. | e rot tohing aoy course for credet of the thme

24. What & your covrent claes levet (of mesasirred by urt
or clocl ot completed)?
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PLEASE DETACH ALOMG DOTTRD UME

38 Thn ocademx yeor how much will your porents hawe

grven you or have poud 4o the school on your behalf
for aducahonal expemses such o3 tution and fess
books and wpphes room ond board durng e
academx yeor tramportasion to and from campur ar

of mnc. axpénik hecesory for your oh
tandance? If you lve ol home de nor include any
eshmate of the things pares provide e meak
udmhnhlnmowthm-ygmmb
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0. Nothmg Nothing

b Under $23 Under 3225

2 $29va iy 3225 10 449
2. 0w 39 $450 to $89%

4. 51001 3199 5900 §1 790
5 200 1o $299 31 800 1o §2 699
4 35300 S499 52 70010 S4.499
7 $3001mw 5749 54,300 10 36 749
4 57500 5090 $4 75010 38 99
¢ $1 000 or more 39 000 or more

This ocodemxc yerw how much will you have spent
from your own (or yeur spause’s, if marrbed) savmgs
ecamewn or other ciaets Mo pay for peur aducohonal
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Foch Month o For the Academc Year
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1 Under 323 Under 3223
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4 $100t0 5199 $700 w0 31 709
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8 3750w 999 $6.7 %010 §8 799
¥ 51 000 or more $9 000 or mors
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‘While dcnses are v weslon, how momy howt on an

average do you work per waek?

0 Nom 5 2902V
1 Lmathan 10 4 Ml
2 104 7 3Stod?
3 13019 8 40 orowewe
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9/6/83 CSAC Research

California Student Axd Commission

SEARS 1983

Participating California Community Colleges

School Sample  Number of
_Code Schocl Name Size Responses  Percent
2001 College of the Canyons ' 308 83 26.9%
2002 Cerritos College 1,760 437 24.8%
2003 Columbia College 300 183 61.0%
2004 Contra Costa College 682 188 27.6%
2005 Cuyamaca College 300 99 33.0%
2006 El Camino College 2,134 470 22.0%
2007 Grossmont College 1,144 270 23.6%
2008 Hartnell College 616 127 20.6%
2009 Imperial Valley College 330 21 6.45%
2010 Lassen College (not completed in time) - 0 -
2011 Long Beach City College 2,244 146 33.2%
2012 Los Angeles Pierce College 1,760 395 22.4%
2013 College of Marin 990 249 25.2%
2014 Mendocino College 330 56 17.0%
2015 Mission College 660 130 19.7%
2016 Ohlone College 638 152 23.8%
2017 Orange Coast College 2,244 287 12.8%
2018 Palo Verde College 300 33 11.0%
2019 College of San Mateo 1,210 343 28.3%
2020 Santa Ana College 1,078 250 23.2%
2021 Skyline College 616 257 41.7%
2022 Ventura College 1,122 355 31.6%
2023 West Valley College 1,342 315 23.5%
22,108 5,446 24.6%
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. 9/6/83 CSAC Research

California Student Ai1d Commission

SEARS 1983

Participating Califorma State Unmiversity Campuses

School Sample  Number of
_Code School Name Size Responses Percent
4001 CSC, Bakersfield 212 £5 30.7%
4002 CsuU, Chico 1,000 323 32.3%
4003 CSU, Dominguez Hills 552 184 33.3%
4004 CsSU, fresno 1,555 501 32.2%
4005 CSU, Fullertan 1,481 455 30.7%
4006 C5U, Hayward 759 221 29.1%
4007 CSU, Long Beach 1,959 781 39.9%
4008 CSU, Northradge 1,804 731 40.5%
4009 CSU, Sacramento 1,495 569 38.1%
4010 CSC, San Bernardino 337 121 35.9%
4011 San Diego State University 2,091 17 34.3%
4012 San Francisco State Umiversity 1,600 468 29.3%
4013 CPSU, San Luis DObispo 953 394 41.3%
4014 Sonoma State University 366 158 43.2%
4015 CsC, Stanislaus 286 115 40.2%
16,450 5,803 35.3%

Non-participating CSU campuses:

Humbolt

Los Angeles
Pomona

San Jose
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School
Code

3001

3002

3003

3004

3005

3006

3007

3008

3009

uc,
uc,
uc,
uc,
uc,
uc,
uc,
uc,

uc,

California Student Axad Commission

SEARS 1983

CSAC Research

Participating University of Califormia Campuses

School Name

Berkeley
Davis

Irvine

Los Angeles
Riverside

San Diegqo

San Francisco
Santa Barbara

Santa Cruz

-80-

Sample  Number of
Si1ze Responses  Percent
1,531 614 40.1%
1,497 752 50.2%
1,490 630 42.3%
1,505 555 36.9%
1,476 709 48.0%
1,473 581 39.45%
1,056 579 54.8%
1,438 673 46.8%

1,232 463 37.6%
12,698 5,556 43.8%



9/6/83 CSAC Research
California Student Aid Commission

SEARS 1983
Participating AICCU Institutions

School Sample  Number of
Code School Name Si1ze Responses Fercent
5001 Azusa Pacific Umiversity 90 35 38.9%
5002 Biola Unaversaty 287 129 44,9%
5003 California Institute of the Arts 227 58 25.6%
5004 California Institute of Technology 180 106 58.9%
5005 Califorma Lutheran College 200 95 47.5%
5006 Chapman College 139 48 34.5%
5007 Claremont Graduate School 200 106 53.0%
5008 Claremont McKenna College 198 95 48.0%
5009 Cogswell College 200 45 22.5%
5010 College of Notre Dame 200 72 36.0%
5011 Dominican College of San Rafael 200 66 33.0%
5012 Golden Gate University - 0 -
5013 Harvey Mudd College 169 85 50.3%
5014 Holy Names College 200 89 44.,5%
5015 Loma Linda University 500 146 29.2%
5016 Loyola Marymount University 800 173 21.6%
5017 Marymount Palos Verdes College 200 32 16.0%
5018 Menlo College 210 81 38.6%
5019 Mills College 250 98 39.2%
5020 Monterey Inst. of International Studies 200 61 30.5%
5021 Mount St. Mary's College 200 104 52.0%
5022 Northrop Universaty - 0 -
5023 Occidental College 250 39 15.6%
5024 Pepperdine University (Malibu) 629 262 41.7%
5025 Pitzer College 200 58 29.0%
5026 Point Loma College 200 75 37.5%
5027 Pomona Coliege 150 99 66.0%
5028 Saint Mary's College of California 268 116 43.3%
5029 San Francisco Art Institute 70 15 21.4%
5030 Scripps College 264 57 21.6%
5031 Stanford University 1,200 537 44.8%
5032 University of La Verne 137 29 21.2%
5033 University of the Pacifaic 350 101 2B.9%
5034 University of Redlands 125 32 25.6%
5035 University of San Diego 360 152 42.2%
5036 Umversity of San francisco 581 145 25.6%
5037 University of Santa Clara 711 285 40.1%
5038 Unaversity of Southern California 2,700 650 26.1%
5039 Westmont College 96 40 41.7%
5040 Whittier College 207 50 24.2%
13,348 4,470 33.5%
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APPENDIX B

Unweighted and Weighted Responses to the
1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey

This appendix provides a comparison of the student characteristics of the
SEARS respondents in each segment to the weighted responses used by the
Commission staff in the preparation of this report The respondent
distributions both 1in number and percentage are provided for each of the
following characteristics: credit load, ethnicity, age group, and gender.
For the California Community Colleges, the California State University,
and the University of California the percentage distributions fer these
student characteristics in the weighted responses correspond to the known
distributions of studeants in the Fall 1982 term.

TABLE 1 Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,
California Community Colleges

Survey Respondents Weighted Responses
Category Number Percent Number Percent
Credit-Load
Full-Time 1,732 32.1 1,254 23.0
6.0 to 11.9 Units 1,624 30.1 1,428 26.2
Under 6 0 Units 1,707 31.6| 2,117 38.8
Noncredit 332 6.2 652 12.0
Unknown 57 -- - --
Total 5,452 100.0 5,452 100.0
Ethnicity
Asian 491 g.1 455 8.3
Black 180 3.3 469 8.6
Hispanic 359 6.7 712 13.1
White 4,181 77.5 3,442 63.1
Other 184 3.4 373 6.9
Unknown 57 - - -
Age Group
19 And Under 782 14.5 1,030 18.9
20 to 24 1,397 25.9 1,464 26.9
25 to 29 931 17.2 908 16.7
30 to 39 1,144 21.2 1,011 18.5
40 And Above 1,144 21.2 1,038 19.0
Unknown 54 -— - -
Gender
Male 2,238 41.5 2,470 45.3
Female 3,157 58.5 2,982 : 54.7
Unknown 57 -- - --

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey, and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.
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TABLE 2 Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,
California State University Undergraduates

Survey Respondents Weighted Responses
Category Number Percent Number Percent
Credit-Load
Full-Time 3,729 78.9 3,417 72.0
Part-Time 946 21.1 1,326 28.0
Unknown 18 -- -- -
Total 4,743 100.0 4,743 100.0
Ethnicity
Asian 475 10.1 527 11.1
Black 223 4.7 309 6.5
Hispanzic 309 6.6 440 9.3
White 3,548 75.2 3,160 66.6
Other 162 3.5 307 6.5
Unknown 26 - - -
Age Group
19 and Under 719 15.2 877 18.5
20 to 24 2,539 53 7 2,553 53.9
25 to 29 714 15.1 690 14.6
30 to 39 537 11 4 441 9.3
40 and Above 216 4.6 177 3.7
linknown 18 - -- --
Gender
Male 2,090 44 .2 : 2,318 48.9
Female 2,635 55.8 2,425 51.1
Unknown 18 -- - --

Source. 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.
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TABLE 3 Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,
University of California Undergraduates

Survey Respondents Weighted Responses
Category Number Percent Number Percent
Credit~Load
Full-Time 3,696 96.1 3,543 91.8
Part-Time 150 3.9 318 8.2
Unknown 15 - -- -
Total 3,861 100.0 3,861 100.0
Ethnacity
Asian 534 13 9 619 16.0
Black 92 2.4 127 3.3
Hispanic 184 4.8 232 6.0
White 2,924 76.1 2,683 69.5
Other 110 2.8 200 5.1
Unknown 17 - - -
Age-Group
19 And Under 1,339 34.8 1,397 36.2
20 to 24 2,093 54.3 2,147 55.6
25 to 28 244 6.3 199 5.2
30 to 39 122 3.2 90 2.3
40 and Above 54 1.4 28 0.7
Unknown 9 -- - -
Gender
Male 1,716 44 6 1,970 51.0
Female 2,130 55 4 1,891 49 0
Unknown 15 - -- --

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.

-93-



TABLE ¢ Unweighted and Weighted Responses, 1982-83 SEARS Data,
Independent Institutions

Survey Respondents Weighted Responses
Category Number Percent Number Percent
Credit-Load
Full~Time 2,636 91.2 2,284 79.0
Part-Time 254 8.8 609 21.0
Unknown 18 -- 15 -
Total 2,908 100.0 2,908 106.0
Ethnicity
Asian 279 9.7 238 8.2
Black 159 5.5 172 5.9
Hispanic 221 7.7 213 7.4
White 2,155 74.7 : 2,206 76.2
Other 72 2.5 65 2.3
Unknown 22 - 14 --
Age-Group
19 and Under 1,031 35.7 849 29.3
20 to 24 1,518 52.5 1,483 51.2
25 to 29 140 4.8 145 5.0
30 to 39 131 4.5 273 9.4
40 and Above 71 2.5 148 5.1
Unknown 17 ~-- 10 --
Gender
Male 1,242 43 0 1,225 42.3
Female 1,648 57.0 1,668 57.7
Unknown 18 ke - 15 -

Source: 1982-83 Student Expenses and Resources Survey and California
Postsecondary Education Commission staff reweighting.
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APPENDIX C

Comparison of 1982-83 SEARS Income Data with Other Income Data

Staff of the California Postsecondary Education Commission spent a consider-
able amount of time examining the 1982-83 SEARS information on the income of
financially dependent and independent students for both unweighted survey
respondents and after reweighting the data to reflect the known credit load,
age, ethmicity, and sex distribution 1n each public segment. Concerned
about the possible effect of response biases even after this reweighting,
staff has attempted to perform external wvalidity checks wherever possible to
determine whether low-income students are underrepresented in the SEARS
data. This question is particularly important with respect to the Community
Colleges because of the large number of low-income and ethnic minority
students that these colleges have traditionally served.

COMPARISON OF SEARS DATA
WITH FIELD RESEARCH CORPORATION D%\TA

To test the reasonasbleness and plausibility of the reweighted SEARS data,
staff has compared it to the data on Community College student income ob-
tained from a special survey of Californians conducted for the Community
College Chancellor's Office by the Field Research Corporation in 1979. Thais
analysis was based on the Field survey results published by the Chancellor's
Cffice 1n 1ts October 1979 report, A Survey of Californmia Fublic Attitudes
Toward the California Community Colleges.

Of the 3,190 respondents to the Field survey, 8.2 percent (262 respondents)
were then enrolled i1n a Californis Community College. Of this group, 217
respondents answered the questions on 1978 household 1income posed by the
Field Research Corporation. According to information contained in Table I-2
on page 3 of the Chancellor's Office repeort, 14.3 percent of those respondents
enrolled in 1979 came from families with household incomes of under §$7,500.
Another 9.2 percent were in the $7,500 to $9,999 household income range,
Together then, 23.5 percent of the respondents attending Community Colleges
1n 1979 had family incomes for the 1978 income year of under $10,000.

Clearly, income distribution of students enrolled in 1979 should not be
compared to that of students enrclled in 1983 without adjusting for the
changes in family incomes 1n the State over the intervening vears. Thas
adjustment can be made from data published annually by the California Depart-
ment of Finance on the income cof California families, based on a survey of
California households. Based on these data, Table 5 on page 94 shows the
growth 1n family aincome between 1978 and 1982 for all families and for
families whose head of household 13 between 40-54 years of age. Median,
mean, and first quartile income information 1s included for both groups for
both vears.
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TABLE 5 Family* Income of California’s Population, 1978 and

1982

Percent
Category 1978 1982 Change
All Families*
Median 512,564 $17,850 42.1%
Mean $15,617 $22,434 43.7%
First Quartile $ 6,644 5 9,101 37.0%
Families* With Head 40-54
Median $20,501 $28,735 40.29%
HMean $22,427 $32,434 44 .6%
Firat Quartile $12,034 517,067 41.8%

Source: Population Research Unit, Department of Finance

*Includes unrelated individuals residing in same household as separate families.

Since the staff's concern was with the proportion of low-income families,
the first quartile figures were the most appropriate to use. The families
whose head of household is between 40 and 54 years of age would be the most
sppropriate comparison group for finmancially dependent Community College
students, while the "All Families" category would be the beat measure for
independent students. Since dependency status wag not included in the Field
survey, however, the "All Families" first quartile increases were used to
adjust the income categories for the growth in family income between 1978
and 1982. This adjustment raised the "Below $9,999" family income category
in 1978 to "Below $13,699" 1n 1982.

To compare the income diatribution of Community College students in the
1982-83 SEARS survey to the family income data from the Field survey, staff
then examined the number of financially dependent students (as defined by
the federal government) whose parents had incomes of under $12,000, plus the
proportion of the $12,000 to §17,999 category that fell between $§12,000 and
$13,699. It performed the same calculations for financially independent
students, using student and spouse income rather than parental income.
Table 6 on page 97 shows the 1982-83 SEARS overall income distribution of
Community College students. The numbers in each income category are based
on the SEARS responses after reweighting to correct for known response
biases 1in ethnicity, credit load, age, and gender, but before the sample was
werghted to reflect the total enrollment of the colleges.

Comparing the proportion of low-income students attending the Community
Colleges in these two studies suggests strongly that low-income students are
not underrepreseanted in the 1982-83 SEARS data. The relative proportion of
students from low-income families has changed very little between 1978 and
1982 when the growth in family income 18 takean into account. In fact, the
percentages have increased slightly -- from 23.5 percent in the Field survey
to 26.1 percent in the 1982-83 SEARS survey.
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TABLE 6 Distribution of Low-Income Students in the California
Community Colleges, 1983

Federal Federa?
Category Dependent Independent Total
Sample (N) 2,475 2,977 5,452
Number of Responses
Under 512,000 456 756 1,212
$12,000-513,699 90 120 210
Total Under £13,699 546 876 1,422
Percent of All Responses
Under $12,000 B.4% 13.9% 22.2%
$12,000-513,699 1.6 2.2 3.8
Total Under $13,699 10.0 16.1 26.1

Source: 1982-83 SEARS data.

In sum, the reweighted 1982-83 SEARS data show no decline 1n the relative
proportion of low-income students being served by the Community Colleges
since 1978. They show that 26.1 percent of the SEARS respondents and 23.5
percent of the Field Survey respondents were low-income students. Indeed,
over 305,000 Californians with family incomes of under 512,000 were being
served by these colleges in 1982~83.
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